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rooms, a large amphitheater-like lecture/concert hall, a library, dining and recreation spaces, the 

director's quarters and guest quarters. Due to its size, location, and semi-public use, the Meeting 

Center was to be the centerpiece of the Salk Institute. "Section B," the Research and Study Area, was 

to be located near La Jolla Scenic Drive. Occupying tlie center of the campus and housing the 

laboratories, the Research and Study Area was to be die functional heart of the Institute. The third 

component, which was to be located on the South Mesa, was "Section C," or the Quarters for 

Visting Fellows. It was to be a complex of apartments and dwellings for visiting researchers. 

Figure 25. Kahn's rendering ofthe Salic Institute 
Source: Salk Institute for Biological Studies 

After_ revising the plans several more times during the Spring of 1962, Kahn finalized the Salk 

Institute master plan. On April 1, 1962, a contract for the construction of the first component of the 

plan, the Research and Study Area, was signed. Before construction began, however, Jonas Salk 

began to worry about the functionality of the Laboratory complex. Originally planned as four 

identical laboratory buildings separated by two landscaped courts, Salk became concerned that the 

intimacy of the campus would break down. Accordingly, he asked Kahn to redesign the Research and 

Study Area as two laboratory buildings facing a single court. In June 1962, Kahn presented Salk with 

the third and final design. As Salk had requested, Kahn reduced the number of buildings to two. In 

order to accommodate the planned program within the maximum allowable hdght limit, Kahn 

placed two levds b d o w grade. 

Meet ing Center and Quar ters for Visit ing Fellows 

Between 1961 and 1963, Kahn tweaked the design for the Meeting Center and the Quarters for 

Visiting Fellows Jn order to better integrate them into the complicated site and to match the 

Laboratory complex under construction. Both, however, were to remain as separate areas, linked to 

the Laboratory complex by tendril-like landscaped paths. The find scheme reoriented both 
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complexes to the canyon. Although not conceded from view of the Laboratory complex, the visud 

impact of the subsidiary structures was partially minimized through strategic tree planting and siting. 

The Quarters for Visiting Fellows complex was to consist of forty-eight apartments cascading down 

the west side of the South Mesa. Kahn frequently ackowledged his debt to vernacular Mediterranean 

architecture, stating that the curved string of apartments comprised a "Pompdan Village. ..a labyrinth 

of gardens and walkways and fountains, with houses connected by gardens. ..Every bedroom has a 

porch that overlooks the canyon or the sea."49 The Meeting Center, which was to be in Kahn's 

words, the place where the "unmeasurable" activities of the Salk Institute would take place, was 

supposed to be the intellectual center of the campus. With its mixture of round and square volumes 

and rough concrete exterior, the Meeting Center resembled Kahn's later work at Ahmedabad, India 

and Dhaka, Bangladesh. 

H. Construction 

Once the final design issues were ironed out, construction of the Laboratory complex began in June 

1962. From groundbreaking to completion, construction took nearly three years, mostly due to the 

labor-intensive detailing spedfied by Kahn. Cost overruns necessitated an amendment to the 

contract, which was signed by Kahn and Salk on August 29, 1963. As a result of the mushrooming 

costs, the amended contract suspended Kahn's work on the Meeting Center and the Quarters for 

Visiting Fellows. After 1963, revisions to the site plans noted that the Meeting Center and the 

Quarters for Visiting Fellows would be phased for future construction when more money could be 

raised.50 

A photograph taken in late 1962 shows the Salk Institute under construction. The photograph shows 

excavations have been made for the foundations of the laboratory buildings, grading for the East 

Parking Lot, and other site work. Also shown is the mound of debris placed on top of the South 

Mesa (Figure 26). By July 1965, the month the North Building opened, the South Building was still 

an unoccupied shell; it would take another year or two until the building's interior was fitted out and 

ready for use. In the meantime, administrative offices and laboratories had to squeeze into the North 

Building and the West Interim Facility. By this time, the Salk Institute had spent $14.5 million on 

construction costs done, not including the 51.5 million architect's fee. 

45 Mary Huntington Hall, "Gift from the Sea," San Diego (February 1962), p, 41. 
50 David Brownlee, Louis Kahn: In the Realm oj'Architecture (New York: RizzoE, 1992), p. 330. 
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Figure 26. Grading and excavation on the East Mesa: Laboratory at center, East 
Parking Lot in foreground and North and South Mesas at background 

(Note excavation materials on South Mesa) 
Source: Salk Institute for Biological Studies 

I. Landscape 

The landscaping of the Salk Institute continued to evolve well beyond the inirid completion of the 

Laboratory complex, Kahn agreed with Salk that the single court was superior to two courts but he 

could not figure out how to detail it. In early 1965, Kahn devdoped a plan that would place a grid of 

columnar Italian Cypress in the Centrd Court, but as construction progressed he increasingly found 

fault with this scheme (Figure 27). By the Summer of 1965, the Laboratory complex was largely 

complete but the Centrd Court was still an unresolved expanse of dirt. In 1966, Kahn sent a round-

trip plane ticket to New York, to famed Mexican landscape architect Luis Barragan, and a note 

requesting that he fly to San Diego. O n February 24, 1966, Barragan visited the site with Kahn and 

his project architect Jack MacAllister. After h i r i n g of Kahn's plans to plant trees in the Centrd 

Court, Barragan reportedly announced "Not one leaf.. .Don't put one leaf, nor plant, nor one flower, 

nor dirt. Absolutely nothing." He added: "A plaza.. .will unite the two buildings and at the end, you 

will see the Une of the sea." Barragan called the plaza a "facade that rises to the sky."51 

si David Brownlee, Louis Kahn: In the Realm of Architecture (New York: Rizzoli, 1992), p. 334. 
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Figure 27.1965 Landscape Plan 
Source: Salk Institute for Biological Studies 

At first Kahn beheved this solution to be too harsh, and he asked San Francisco landscape architect 

Lawrence Hdpr in to develop dternative plans. Halprin responded with a plan submitted in 

November 1966 illustrating the court filled with orange trees. The following month, Jonas Salk wrote 

to Kahn objecting to Halprin's scheme; instead he endorsed Barragan's approach, suggesting the 

entire court be paved in dry-ldd stone (travertine). The runnd originally proposed by Kahn was 

retained, with recirculated water running continuously fiom a small square pool at the entrance to a 

larger pool at the western end. Although Kahn developed severd other iterations for the court, he 

finally settled on this simple yet effective scheme (Figure 28). 

In regard to the rest of the campus, Kahn relied on his landscape consultant, Roland Hoyt, to sdect 

suitable trees for planting dong the perimeter of the campus and the East Parking Lo t Hoyt chose a 

relatively common variety of eucdyptus, the Red Flaming eucdyptus {E. ficifolia) for the perimeter 

plantings, Chinese Fringe trees {Chionanthus retusa) for the parking lot, and a grid of Cdamondin 

orange trees {Citrus mitis) for the parterres located at the eastern end of the Centrd Court.52 Chosen 

partly for their fast-growing qualities, splashy red color, and suitability for the climate, the eucdyptus 

harmonized with the extant eucdyptus grove on the property. The Chinese Fringe trees were dso 

52 Jeffrey Shorn and Vonn Marie May, National Register Nomination for Salk Institute for Biological Studies (unpublished 
nomination, November 8, 2004), Section 7, p. 10. 
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chosen for their dramatic color, as well as for their limited hdgh t The orange trees, planted in a grid, 

constituted an homage to Southern California's fast-disappearing dtrus landscapes. The ody other 

areas originally intended to be formally landscaped included the two lawns flanking fhe Laboratory 

complex. Only one of these, the North Garden, was complete by 1965. 

^ • J . 

i i iT-

Figure 28. Central Court under construction, ca. 1967 
Source: Salk Institute for Biological Studies 

/ . Salk Institute: 1965 to Present 

The Saik Institute Laboratory complex won acclaim far and wide immediately following its 

completion in 1965. Artides appeared in such prominent journals as Architectural Forum and Progressive 

Architecture. Despite the cost overruns and the delay in realizing the master plan, Dr. Jonas Salk was 

evidently very pleased with his new campus. In an interview with Esther McCoy in the December 

1967 issue of Architectural Eorum, Salk likened the campus to a living, breathing body whose parts 

were interdependent. He also prdsed the buildings for their flexibility and adaptability, stating: 

The building does guess tomorrow...The obsolescence is reduced by the 
investment in flexibility. We would have had to put the laboratories to test to know 
what was needed, and that was not possible. We could not w d t five years for each 
sdentist to contribute to the design, so we made adaptable space. The overall 
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pattern is similar, but everyone designs his laboratory space differendy. Kahn has 
designed a shell which is a loft the artist subdivides.53 

For quite some time, very few major changes occurred at the Salk Institute. The South Building was 

eventually built out when funds allowed. The West Interim Facility on the North Mesa was retained 

and expanded severd times between 1965 and 1970. By the early 1970s, the West Interim Facility 

consisted of a one-story pre-1965 temporary laboratory building and a pair of additions. The East 

Interim Facility, a 9,900-square-foot steel structure, was constructed at the southeast comer of the 

campus in the late 1960s to accommodate further overspill. An aerid photograph shows all of these 

structures in place by 1970 (Figure 29). The photo indicates that the South Garden had not been 

constructed and was instead used for parking. The South Mesa was mosdy left in a naturd state 

except for the mound of soil left over fiom the construction of the Laboratory complex. The 

overflow parking lot on the North Mesa had not yet been paved or landscaped and the greenhouses 

not yet been built. The 1970 aerial also indicates that Hoyt's perimeter plantings were thriving, 

dthough still quite small, indicating that most had been planted recentiy. 

1985 Property E x c h a n g e 

Between 1970 and 1991, two major changes occurred on the Salk Institute campus. The first 

consisted of the construction of the new subterranean Cancer Research/Animd Fadlity (CRAF) on 

the site of the proposed South Garden in 1978. The roof of CRAF was landscaped, creating a small 

rectangular lawn. The facility was enlarged in 2001, resulting in the completion of the landscaped 

roof garden now in place. Another major change with ramifications for the eventud build-out of the 

campus was the property line adjustment that took place in 1985. As mentioned previously, the Salk 

Institute exchanged two acres of land on the western end of the South Mesa for two acres of City-

owned land dong the southern edge of the North Mesa. Although the totd acreage of the site did 

not change, the configuration of the property was dtered, effectively preventing Kahn's tripartite 

scheme, as designed and Idd out in the origind site plan, fiom being realized. The addition of two 

acres to the North Mesa significantiy expanded the footprint of this area, indeed providing suffident 

space for an expanded parking lot in the mid-1990s. 

53 Esther McCoy, "Dr. Salk Talks About His Institute," Architectural Forum (December 1967), pp. 27-32. 
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Figure 29.1970 aerial view of the Salk Institute with pre-1985 boundaries outlined 
Source: Salk Institute for Biological Studies 
Photograph annotated by Page & TumbuU 

Eas t Building 

By the early 1990s, nearly a quarter-century after the completion of the origind laboratory buildings, 

the Salk Institute was beginning to experience substantid growing pains. With the exception of the 

Cancer Research /Animal Facihty (built 1978), no new permanent laboratory or office space had been 

created since 1965. For many years, offices occupied valuable lab space in the Laboratory complex, 

placing a cap on the amount of research work that could be accomplished on the campus. Intended 

to fiee up space for research, the East Building absorbed administration and reception functions, and 

provided additiond laboratory space. Jointly designed by Anshen & Allen, David Rinehart, and Jack 

MacAllister, FAIA, the East Building was constructed on a section of the eucdyptus grove that 

predated the Salk Institute, a site earmarked in Kahn's master plan as being "reserved for future 

development" Initially opposed by neighbors, the East Building was ultimatdy completed in 1995. 

K Jonas K. Salk 

Jonas Salk was bom in New York City on October 28, 1914 (Figure 30). After earning his M.D. at 

the School of Medicine at New York University, he was employed for a time as a staff physician at 

Mount Sind Hospitd in New York City. Following a stint as a research fellow at the University of 

Michigan, where he devdoped a vaccine for influenza, Salk was appointed director of the Vims 
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Research Laboratory at the University of Pittsburgh's School of Medicine. He spent the next severd 

years in Pittsburgh devdoping what would become the polio vaccine. His vaccine was one of the first 

successful attempts at immunization against a virus, spedfically targeting the Poliomyelitis virus 

(polio). His vaccine was semind in the near eradication of a once widdy-feared disease. Dr. Salk 

stunned the world in 1954 when he first used the vaccine to inoculate children at Pittsburgh's Arsenal 

Elementary School. Unlike some sdentists who sought wedth or fame for their innovations, Salk 

stated; "Who owns my polio vaccine? The people! Could you patent the sun?" He never patented the 

vaccine, nor did he earn any money from it5 4 

Throughout the late 1950s, Salk refined the polio vaccine, but by 1960, he was ready for other 

challenges. Salk had long dreamed of creating an independent research center where a community of 

scholars from many disdplines, representing both the sdences and the arts, could gather to engage in 

what Salk called "the study of life." For more than a year, he toured the country looking for the best 

location for his proposed institute before being successfully wooed by San Diego Mayor Charles 

Dail. With the land donated by the City San Diego and money provided by the March of Dimes 

Foundation, Salk proceeded with the design and construction of what would become the Salk 

Institute of Biologicd Studies. In addition to seeking cures for multiple sclerosis and cancer, Salk 

devoted much of his energy during his later years to devdoping an AIDS vacdne. He died on June 

23,1995 at the age of eighty.55 

54 Salk Insntute for Biological Studies, "Jonas Salk," (http://wvvw.salk.edu/ionaF:salk/). accessed August 25, 2005. 
ss Ibid. 
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Figure 30. Dr . J o n a s Salk, ca, 1960 
Source: Salk Ins t i tu te for 

Biological Studies 

F igure 31. Louis Kahn 
Source: www.wandco .com 

JL Louis I. Kahn 

Louis Isidore Kahn (Figure 31) was born on February 20,1901, in the Estonian town of Kingisepp, 

on the island of Osel (now known as Saaremaa), to Leopold and Bertha Kahn. In 1904, fearing that 

Leopold would be drafted to fight in the Russo-Japanese War, the Kahns dedded to emigrate to the 

United States. Louis Kahn was rdsed in Philaddphia and became a naturalized U.S. dtizen on May 

15, 1914. A true native son of Philadelphia, where he resided neariy his entire life, Kahn attended 

public schools and distinguished himself as an artist from a young age. During his last year in high 

school, Kahn took a course in architecture. His enthusiasm for this new subject caused him to turn 

down a four-year scholarship to the Pennsylvania Academy of Art, choosing instead to attend the 

University of Pennsylvania, in Philadelphia. To finance his education, Kahn worked in architecture 

offices and played the organ in theaters.56 

At the University of Pennsylvania, Kahn was trained in the rigorous Beaux-Arts tradition with its 

emphasis on drawing. After completing his Master's degree iri 1924, Kahn went to work in the 

offices of the City Architect of Philadelphia. Between 1925 and 1926, the bowtie-sporting Kahn 

served as Chief Designer for the Philadelphia Sesqmcentennid Exposition. After working there and 

dsewhere for three years, Kahn traveled to Europe to complete his education by means of a 

56 Kimbell Art Museum, "Louis I. Kahn Biography" (litfp^/wTVW.kimbcUart.ort'/building/k^hn,bk'cfin?id + 7), accessed 
August 25, 2005. 
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traditiond "Grand Tour." After returning from Europe in 1929, he married Esther V. Israeli and 

took a job with his former mentor Paul Philippe Cret Kahn remained in Crefs employ for only a 

year, leaving in 1930 due to the onset of the Depression.57 

Although an unpromising time for American architects, the Depression d t imatdy prodded 

unprecedented opportunities for Louis Kahn. During tlie early 1930s, Kahn worked for the City of 

Philadelphia and various government administrations, ultimately getting a job with the Resettlement 

Administration to design the Jersey Homesteads project. In 1935, the year this project began, Kahn 

opened his own office in Philadelphia. After a brief partnership with George Howe, Kahn joined the 

Public Works Administration as Supervising Architect. After the War, Kahn reestablished his private 

practice and began parridpating in thesis juries at Princeton and Yde Universities. In 1951, he held 

an appointment as Resident Architect at the American Academy in Rome. At a pivotd time in his 

career, Kahn travded across Europe, particularly Greece and Italy, and developed his lifelong interest 

in Classicd Mediterranean architecture. Upon his return to the United States, he won his first major 

architecturd commission: an addition to the Yde Art Gallery. Upon its completion in 1953, Kahn 

was made a Fellow of the American Institute of Architects. Two years later, he was appointed 

Professor of Architecture at his alma mater, the University of Pennsylvania.58 

Long known as a theoretician, Kahn watched his design career blossom in his mid-fifties. Although 

already well-known, Kahn's fame took off upon the completion of his Alfred Newton Richards 

Medicd Research Building on the University of Pennsylvama campus. It was undoubtedly this 

important and highly innovative project that gained the attention of Jonas Salk, who retained Kahn 

to design his own biologicd research center in La Jolla. After the completion of the Salk Institute. 

Laboratories in 1965, Kahn took on increasingly complex and significant projects, including the Yde 

Center for British Art; the Indian Institute of Management in Ahmedabad, India; tbe National 

Assembly Building in Dhaka, Bangladesh; the Kimbell Art Museum in Fort Worth, Texas; and the 

Wolfson Center for Mechanicd and Transportation Engineering in T d Aviv, Israel. Severd of these 

projects were completed posthumously; Kahn died of a heart attack in a bathroom in Pennsylvama 

Station in New York City on March 17,1974, after returning fiom a work trip to India.59 

57 Kimbell Art Museum, "Louis I. Kahn Biography," (htTp://www.kijiibdlart-orj'/hiiiklinir/k^hn bio.cfin?id^-7), accessed 
August 25, 2005. 
58 Ibid. 
ss Ibid 
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Although Kahn's built projects were few, his work assumed a tremendous levd of significance in the 

body of Modernist architecture. Louis Kahn's work infused Internationd style with a fastidious, 

highly persond taste, sometimes described by critics as the "poetry of light." Isamu Noguchi called 

him "a philosopher among architects." A list of Kahn's most important built commissions is listed in 

the Appendix A of this report. 
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VI. E V A L U A T I O N O F H I S T O R I C S T A T U S 

A. Califomia Register of Historical Resources 

The California Register is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and 

historicd resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register 

through a number of methods. State Historicd Landmarks and National Register-eligible properties 

(both listed and formd determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed. Properties can dso be 

nominated to the California Register by local governments and private organizations or dtizens. This 

indudes properties identified in historicd resource surveys with Status Codes of " 1 " to " 5 " and 

resources designated as locd landmarks or listed by dty or county ordinance. The evaluative criteria 

used by the Califomia Register for determining eligibility are closely based on those devdoped for 

use by the Nationd Park Service for the Nationd Register. In order to be eligible for listing in the 

Califomia Register a property must be demonstrated to be significant under one or more of the 

following criteria: 

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of locd or regiond history, or the 
culturd heritage of California or the United States. 

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are assodated with the lives of persons important 
to local, Califomia, or national history. 

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a 
type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, 
or possess high artistic vdues. 

Crilerion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential to 
yield information important to the prehistory or history of the locd area, California or the 
nation. 

As discussed above, on August 5, 2005, the CaHfomia State Historicd Resources Commission 

formally determined the Salk Institute eligible for listing in the Nationd Register on the basis of its 

significance under Criterion C (Architecture). Upon reception by the Keeper of the Nationd 

Register, OHP will assign the Salk Institute a Status Code of "25," meaning that die property is an 

"Individud property determined eligible for NR by the Keeper."130 It,will be listed in the California 

Register as a property formally determined eligible for listing in the Nationd Register.61 

60 California Office of Historic Preservation, "California Historical Resource Status Codes." 
61 Califomia Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(d)(1), Califomia Register of Historical Resources. 
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VII . E V A L U A T I O N O F P R O J E C T S P E C I F I C I M P A C T S U N D E R C E Q A -

A. Project Description 

This section andyzes the proj ect-specific impacts of the Master Plan Amendment (Proposed Project) 

on the environment, as required by CEQA. As discussed in Section I, the Salk Institute seeks to 

realize the intent of the origind Kahn/Salk master plan and expand the existing Salk Institute 

campus to the limit allowed in the University Community Plan. The proposed new buildings are 

intended to provide additiond research space, consolidate support facilities and add daycare and 

housing for visiting scholars and researchers on undevdoped or underdeveloped portions of the 

property. Much of the program was intended as part of the origind 1962 Kahn/Salk master plan but 

never implemented due to cost overruns sustained during the construction of the Laboratory 

complex. The Proposed Project adheres to Kahn's tripartite arrangement by placing new buildings on 

the sites that Kahn had originally sdected. 

The Proposed Project will entail the construction of 96,400 square feet (sf) of sdentific/reception 

space, 115,182 sf of support facilities, 3,600 sf of greenhouse space, a 12,000 sf private daycare 

facility, a 12,000 sf short-term residentid fadlity, and subterranean parking for approximately 1,120 

automobiles. Severd temporary buildings comprising approximately 29,000 sf, induding the East and 

West Interim Facilities, will be demolished, leaving approximately 260,818 sf of existing space on the 

campus. The Proposed Project will therefore bring the totd developed area of the campus up to 

500,000 sf, fhe allowable maximum. Of the totd 26.34-acre campus, 6.2 acres of land will remain 

undevdoped, a portion of which will be donated to the City for habitat preservation. The Proposed 

Project will require grading of approximately 11.2 acres to implement the proposed development and 

assodated site improvements. The Proposed Project will result in changes to the following areas of 

the Salk Institute campus. 

Eas t Mesa 

The Proposed Project calls for the construction of a two-story laboratory and reception building on 

the East Parking Lot. Called the Torrey East Building, it will be a single building composed of three 

components: north and south wings and a transparent atrium element on axis with the Centrd Court. 

The east facade of the Torrey East Building will be articulated as three major elements and set back 

fiom North Torrey Pines Road to reduce its apparent size and visud impact. Recessed sculpturd 

stairs, andogous to the "study stairs" of the Kahn-designed laboratories, will further articulate the 
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east facade and provide visual interest The west fagade of the building will feature a double-hdght, 

skylight atrium midway dong the facade, providing a more fitting eastern terminus to the centrd axis 

than the UCSD retaining wall now visible from the Central Court. In addition to the atrium, the Salk 

Institute intends to commission a sculpturd element at the western entrance to the proposed Torrey 

East Building, solidifying the eastern terminus of the centrd axis and providing an opportunity for a 

significant artistic statement. The proposed Torrey East Building will be constructed above a 

subterranean parking structure accommodating approximately 500 automobiles. 

The East Interim Facility will be removed fiom the East Mesa and replaced with an off-street loading 

area. Three new greenhouses will be constructed south of the 1995 East Building, replacing the 

greenhouses currendy located near the West Interim Facility. The ody other major proposed 

dteration to the East Mesa will be the new subterranean North Core Facility, which will be built 

beneath a portion of the North Garden. This part of tbe project will require the temporary 

excavation of the western portion of the North Garden, identified by Kahn as being reserved for 

future devdopment A portion of the North Garden will become the site of a new below-grade 

facility similar to the research facihties located beneath the South Garden. The only permanent 

changes to the North Garden will include a series of light wells dong the north side of the exisiing 

walkway. These will be similar yet distinct from the existing light wells dong the north wall of the 

North Building and will fulfill a similar function of providing natural light to subterranean facilities. 

Upon coinpletion of the North Core Facility, the portion of the North Garden affected by the 

project will be regraded and replanted to match existing conditions. 

N o r t h Mesa 

The North Mesa, currently occupied by a large surface parking lot and the West Interim Facihty, will 

undergo the greatest degree of change; dthough the amount of acreage covered by buildings and 

parking lots will diminish. The Proposed Project will remove the West Interim Facility and the 

surface parking lot and will place a building (the Meeting Center) at the western edge of the North 

Mesa. To the east of this building will be a new three-level subterranean parking structure 

accommodating approximately 500 automobiles. The garage will be accessed by a pair of spird ramps 

approximately 100' in diameter. The roof of the subterranean parking structure will be landscaped 

with lawns and other permeable surfaces, removing a significant eyesore and heat island from the 

site. The area surrounding the new construction will be landscaped with sustainable and drought-
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tolerant native vegetation, prodding a naturd buffer between the new building, the adjoining coastd 

canyon, and the vernal pools located at the western end ofthe North Mesa. 

South Mesa 

The South Mesa, currently undeveloped and largely in a naturd state except for the large mound of 

re-vegetated grading materials deposited on the site in 1965, will accommodate two new facilities: a 

daycare facility and housing for visiting scholars. Both will be constructed on the southwestern, 

downhill portion of the former debris mound, minimizing their visibility from the Kahn-designed 

Laboratory complex and concealing their view from the Central Court. The proposed new daycare 

facility will consist of three small, one-story buildings, two of which will be encompassed within the 

footprint of the proposed 12' retaining wall. The residentid facility will consist of twdve attached, 

two- and three-story residential units, 20' and 27' high, clustered in the extreme southwestern corner 

of.the campus. 

B. Status of Existing Site as a Historical Resource 

The Salk Institute unquestionably qualifies as a historic resource under CEQA. A building may 

qualify as a historic resource if it falls within one of four categories listed in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5(a). These four categories are: 

1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historicd 
Resources Commission, for listing in the Califomia Register of Historicd 
Resources (Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.). 

2) A resource included in a locd register of historicd resources, as defined in 
Section 5020.1 (k) of the PubHc Resources Code or identified as significant in an 
historicd resource survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1 (g) of the 
PubHc Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historicaUy or cdturaUy 
significant. PubHc agendes must treat any such resource as significant unless the 
preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historicaUy or culturaUy 
significant 

3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a 
lead agency determines to be historicaUy significant or significant in the 
architecturd, engineering, sdentific, economic, agricultural, educational, socid, 
poHtical, military^ or cultural annals of CaHfomia may be considered to be an 
historicd resource, provided the lead agency's determination is supported by 
substantid evidence in Hght of the whole record. GeneraUy, a resource shall be 
considered by the lead agency to be "historicaUy significant" if the resource 
meets the criteria for Hsting on the CaHfomia Register of Historicd Resources 
(Pub. Res. Code SS5024,1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852). 

4) The fact that a resource is not Hsted in, or determined to be eligible for Hsting in 
the California Register of Historicd Resources, not included in a locd register 
of historicd resources (pursuant to section 5020.1 (k) of the Pub. Resources 
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Code), or identified in an historicd resources survey (meeting the criteria in 
section 5024.1(g) of the Pub. Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency 
from determining that the resource may be an historicd resource as defined in 
Pub. Resources Code sections 5020.10 or 5024.1. 

As a San Diego City Landmark and as a property that is in the process of being formally determined 

eHgible for Hsting in the Nationd Register, the Salk Institute wiU be Hsted in the CaHfomia Register. 

Therefore, the Salk Institute quaHfies as a historic resource under CEQA Categories 1 and 2. 

According to the City of San Diego's Significance Determination Thresholds: Califomia Environmental Quality 

Act (November 2004), historical or culturd resources "include aU properties (historic, archaeologicd, 

landscapes, traditional, etc.) eHgible or potentially eHgible for the Nationd Register of Historic Places, 

as weU as those that may be significant pursuant to state and locd laws and registration programs 

such as the CaHfomia Register of Historicd Resources or the City of San Diego Historicd Resources 

Register." As a property that has been Usted as a City Landmark, as weU as a property that has been 

determined eHgible for Hsting in the Nationd Register, the Sdk Institute is dso a presumed historicd 

resource under City regulations.62 

C Determination of Significant Adverse Change under CEQA 

According to CEQA, a "project with an effect that may cause a substantid adverse change in the 

significance of an historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 

environment."63 Substantid adverse change is defined as: "physicd demoHtion, destruction, 

rdocation, or dteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an 

historic resource would be materiaUy impaired."64 The significance of a historic resource is materially 

impaired when a project "demolishes or materially dters in an adverse manner those physicd 

characteristics of an historicd resource that convey its historicd significance" and that justify or 

account for its inclusion in, or eHgibiHty for indusion in, the CaHfomia Register.65 

D. Evaluation ofthe Project Pursuant to the Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for RehabiHtation and lUustrated Guidelines for 

Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (the Standards and the Guidelines, respectivdy) provide guidance 

" Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Tide 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq. 
65 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b) 
64 CEQA Guideiines subsecdon 15Q64.5(b) (1) 
65 CEQA Guidelines subsecdon 15064.5(b) (2). 
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for reviewing proposed work to historic properties.66 The Standards are used by Federd agendes in 

evduating work on historic properties. The Standards have dso been adopted by locd government 

bodies across the country for reviewing proposed work to historic properties under locd 

preservation ordinances. The Standards are a useful analytic tool for understanding and describing 

the potentid impacts of substantid changes to historic resources. Conformance with the Standards 

does not determine whether a project wodd cause a substantid adverse change in the significance of 

a historic resource. Rather, projects that comply with the Standards benefit from a regulatory 

presumption that they would have a less-than-significant adverse impact on a historic resource.'"7 

Projects that do not comply with the Standards may or may not cause a substantid adverse change in 

the significance of an historic resource. The foUowing andysis appHes each of the Standards to the 

Proposed Project 

Rehabilitation Standard 1: A property mil be used as it was historically or be given a new use thai requires 
minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships. 

Discussion: The Proposed Project will introduce severd new uses to the Salk Institute campus. 
Although the majority of the Salk Institute wiU continue to funclion as a sdentific research 
institution; short-term residentid and daycare uses wiU be introduced to the currendy undeveloped 
South Mesa, and a bmlding caUed the Meeting Center wiU be constructed on the site of the parking 
lot on the North Mesa. Although the residentid and daycare uses are new, both were antidpated in 
Louis Kahn's origind master plan, dthough they were never built due to budget constraints. The 
Meeting Center, as weU as the Torrey East Building, wiU accommodate uses .currendy housed in 
existing buildings. None of the new uses are incompatible with the mission of the Salk Institute. For 
the most part, these new buildings wiU be constructed on sections of the campus that do not have 
historic buildings, features, or landscapes. Furthermore, the daycare faciHty, residentid units, and the-
Meeting Center will be constructed in roughly the same place identified for similar uses in the 1962 
Kahn/Sdk master plan. As designed, the Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 1. 

Rehabilitation Standard 2: The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterise the property mil be 
avoided. 

Easi Mesa 
Discussion: On the East Mesa, the historic Kahn-designed Laboratory complex wiU not be changed at 
aU above grade. Some demoHtion wiU occur b d o w grade in order to connect the existing buildings 

66 U.S. Department of Interior National Park Service Cultural Resources, Preservation Assistance Division, Secretary ofthe 
Interior's Standards for RehabiUtation and Illustrated GuideHnesfor Rehabilitating Hisloric Buildings, 1992. The Standards, revised in 
1992, were codified as 36 CFR Part 68.3 in the July 12, 1995 Federal Register (Vol. 60, No. 133). The revision replaces die 
1978 and 1983 versions of 36 CFR 68 entided Tbe Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Hisloric Preservation Pro/eels. The 36 CFR 
68.3 Standards are applied to all grant-in-aid development projects assisted through the National Historic Preservation Fund. 
Another sel oi Standards, 36 CFR 67.7, focuses on "certified historic structures" as defined by the IRS Code of 1986. The 
Standards in 36 CFR 67.7 are used primarily when property owners are seeking certification for federal tax benefits. The two 
sets of Standards vary slighdy, but the differences are primarily technical and non-substantive in nature. The Guidelines, 
however, are not codified in the Federal Register. 
67 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)C3). 
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with the proposed new Core FaciHty beneath the North Garden. These dterarions wiU be limited in 
scope and wiU not be visible from above grade. 

The Proposed Project will also result in the removal of the East Parking Lot and the temporary 
excavation of the North Garden, both original landscape dements of the 1962 Kahn/Salk master 
plan, dthough both were "reserved for future devdopment" on the 1962 master plan drawings. The 
North Garden wiU be re-graded to match its existing profile and restored once the proposed Core 
FaciHty is completed beneath it, preserving this historic open space as weU as views of the 1965 
Laboratory complex from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. The ody change to the North Garden wUl be 
the addition of shaUow concrete parapets bounding skyHghts necessary to iUuminate the underground 
fadHty. When it is completed, the North Garden will be regraded to match existing conditions and 
revegetated. 

The East Parking Lot will be replaced with the proposed Torrey East Bidding, a laboratory and 
reception faciHty. The East Parking Lot is, according to the recent National Register nomination, a 
contributing feature o f the Salk Institute campus.-However, it is not identified in the nomination as 
being one of the "four basic landscape components," which, according to the nomination text 
include: "the courtyard between the two stark buUdings, site perimeter planting, an extant remnant 
Eucalyptus grove that predated the Salk, and the native coastd bluffs."68 Furthermore, the sections of 
the nomination that discuss the East Parking Lot caU out only the landscaping as being significant.69 

Because the Proposed Project wiU result in the removal of the East Parking Lot and the construction 
of a new, 96,400 s.f. laboratory building on the site, it wiU dter origind sparid relationships that 
characterized the origind Kahn-designed campus. In place of a flat surface parking lot, there will be a 
two-story laboratory building occupying the sector between the East Building and North Torrey 
Pines Road. Although Kahn intended for there to be devdopment in this generd area (as indicated 
on the 1962 master plan drawings), it never emerged beyond the preliminary design phase. Instead, 
Kahn designated the eastern portion of the campus as the location of the Salk Institute's main 
parking lot on Exhibit X, prepared the foUowing year. Landscaped with Chinese Fringe trees, this 
section of the campus has remained substantiaUy the same since its completion drca 1965. As 
designed, this portion of the Proposed Project does not comply with RehabiHtation Standard 2. 

North Mesa 
Discussion: The Proposed Project intends to replace the existing surface parking lot and West Interim 
FaciHty on the North Mesa with the new Meeting Center, a subterranean paridng structure, and 
landscaping. None of the existing buildings or landscape features of the North Mesa have been 
identified in the recently approved Nationd Register nomination as being significant. As such, the 
Proposed Project wiU not lead to the removd of distinctive materids or the alteration of features that 
characterize the historic character of the property. The proposed Meeting Center wiU dter the 
existing spatid relationships that characterize the North Mesa. However, these changes will be 
superior to what presendy exists in regard to its impact on historic resources. The Meeting Center 
wUl be placed much further away from the Kahn-designed Laboratory complex than the existing 
West Interim FaciHty. The removd of the interim buildings wiU itself be a benefidal impact. 
Constructed in the early 1960s as a temporary faciHty, these objectively unattractive buUdings sit very 
close to the laboratories, impinging on the view from die Centrd Court. Finally, the Proposed 
Project will actuaUy reduce the amount of land currently covered with buUdings and parking lots. 
With the subterranean parking structure in place, the existing surface parking lot wiU no longer be 

68 Jeffrey Shorn and Vonn Marie May, National Register Nomination for Salk Institute for Biological Sludies (unpublished 
nomination, November 8, 2004), Section 7, p. 9. 
w Ibid., Section 7, pp. 10-11. 
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necessary, and a large portion of k wUl be removed and landscaped with vegetation and other 
permeable materids. The overall footprint of development on fhe North Mesa will be reduced 
because the interstitid areas between the buUdings wUl be landscaped and a portion of the former 
parking lot wiU be^aUowed to re-vegetate. As designed, the Proposed Project compHes with 
RehabiHtation Standard 2. 

South Mesa 
Discussion: On the South Mesa, the Proposed Project wiU result in the construction of a one-story 
daycare faciHty and twdve residentid units at the southwestern comer of the property. Limited site 
improvements wiU dso be undertaken, including the construction of approximately forty parking 
spaces and a paved drop-off area on Salk Institute Road. The westerly extension of Salk Institute 
Road wUl be paved and a retaining wall constructed. Additiond Hghting fixtures wiU also be instaUed 
to fadHtate pedestrian safety. The new structures wiU be buUt on land that has remained undeveloped 
yet not undisturbed. During the construction of the Laboratory complex, contractors deposited a 
large mound of excavation materids at the center of the South Mesa and graded a portion of flatter 
ground for use as a staging area.Since the completion of the Laboratory complex in 1965, the South 
Mesa has been substantially re-vegetated. Although Kahn planned to build a residentid complex on 
the South Mesa, it was never buUt due to budget constraints. Regarding the proposed new 
construction on the South Mesa, the Salk Institute's architects have taken advantage of the mound to 
conced the new daycare and residentid buUdings from view of the often-photographed vantage 
point of the Centrd Court. They wUl be visible from the upper floors of the Laboratory complex. 
The new buUdings, which are to be very low in profile, are designed in a modern vocabulary that is 
compatible with, yet distinct from, the origind Kahn-designed portions of the campus. As designed, 
this component of the Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 2. 

Rehabilitation Standard 3: Each property will be recognised as a physical record of its time, place and use. 
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

Discussion: The Proposed Project will not create a false sense of historicd devdopment. Most of the 
proposed new buUdings wiU be placed on sites identified on the 1962 plot plan, and the later 1963 
plot plan, known today as Exhibit X. The project architects wiU design the buildings to be compatible 
with design guidelines that will be approved with the new permits. The design guidelines wiU ensure 
that aH new construction is compatible with, yet distinct from, Kahn's origind designs. Furthermore, 
ndther conjecturd features nor elements from other properties wiU be added to the existing 
structures. As designed, the Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 3. 

Rehabilitation Standard 4: Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will 
be retained and preserved. 

Discussion: No changes to any of the historic structures on site are proposed. The Proposed Project 
wiU resdt in the removal of a large surface parking lot on the North Mesa as weU as severd 1960s-era 
temporary' structures comprising the East and West Interim FacUities. None of these buUdings or 
features have been identified in the Nationd Register nomination as being significant As designed, 
the Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 4. 
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Rehabilitation Standard 5: Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techiiques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterise a property will be preserved. 

Discussion: The Proposed Project wiU not result in any dterations to the distinctive existing Kahn-
designed buddings and wUl not result in the removd of distinctive materids, features, finishes and 
construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship. As designed, the Proposed Project compHes 
with RehabiHtation Standard 5. 

Rehabili tation Standard 6: Deteriorated historic features will he repaired rather than replaced. When the severity 
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture, 
and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical 
evidence. 

Discussion: The Proposed Project wUl not result in any permanent visible dterations to the distinctive 
existing Kahn-designed buUdings except for the basement level of the Laboratory complex, which 
wiU be modified to connect it to the new North Core FaciHty. The Kahn-designed North Garden wiU 
be partiaUy excavated to buUd the North Core FaciHty, but it wUl be restored at the condusion of the 
project As designed, the project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 6. 

Rehabil i tat ion Standard 7: Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest 
means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used. 

Discussion: The Proposed Project wiU not result in the apphcation of any physicd treatments to the 
existing Kahn-designed buUdings. As designed, the Proposed Project complies with RehabiHtation 
Standard 7. 

Rehabili tation Standard 8: Archeological resources willbe protected and preserved in place. If such resources must 
be disturbed, mitigation measures mil be undertaken. 

Discussion: According to a records search of the California Historicd Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) conducted by staff at the South Coast Information Center at San Diego State University, 
there are five prehistoric archaeologicd sites within a quarter-mUe radius of the Salk Institute. These 
sites, which consist for the most part of Hthic scatters and middens, are referred to by their 
trinomids. Due to the sensitive nature of prehistoric archaeologicd sites, the exact location of these 
sites cannot be disdosed in this report. The Salk Institute expansion wiU result in a limited amount of 
excavation on land that has, dthough disturbed, never been developed. This is espedaUy the case on 
fhe South Mesa, where a daycare center and residential units wiU be constructed. A recent field 
survey study of the proposed building sites was recentiy completed by Carolyn and Robert Kyle. The 
Kyles surveyed the exposed portions of the North and South Mesas and found no evidence of 
subsurface culturd resources. Including a survey undertaken as part o f the proposed expansion of 
the North Mesa parking lot in 2000 by Berryman and Cheever, a cd turd resource monitoring 
program undertaken in 1992 by Cheever as part of the construction of tlie East Bidding, and a 
culturd resource survey of the South Mesa completed by Berryman and Cheever in 2000, earHer 
surveys have aU faUed to yield any culturd resources on the Salk Institute property. 

Historic maps indicate that portions of the North and East Mesas were occupied by ammunition 
magazines and severd other training strucmres buUt during the Second World War as part of Camp 
CaUan. According to City records, ndther the Army nor the City removed subsurface remains as part 
of the site clean-up efforts that occurred after the War. Therefore, the likelihood of encountering 
World War Il-era subsurface foundations or other archaeologicd remains from this period of 
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occupation is moderate to high. In the event that this occurs, proper mitigation measures wiU be 
undertaken, such as the preparation of Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) Level II 
documentation, which is described in more depth in the Mitigation Section below. As designed, the 
Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 8. 

Rehabilitation Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy 
hisloric materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterise the property. The new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and will he compatible with the historic materials, features, sise, scale and proportion, and 
massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 

Discussion: Intended to increase the to td laboratory and office square footage to the allowable 
maximum of 500,000 square feet, the^Proposed Project will accomphsh what Louis Kahn and Jonas 
Salk originally set out to achieve in the early 1960s. The project wUl result in the addition of severd 
new buUdings to the campus, dthough most will be placed on locations reserved for future 
development by Kahn. The project architects have designed currendy proposed buildings, as well as 
future buUdings, to be compatible with design guidelines that are underway currently. The design 
guidelines wUl ensure that aU new construction is compatible with, yet distinct from, Kahn's origind 
designs. 

East Mesa: Torrty East Building 
On the East Mesa, the Proposed Project wiU permanently remove one contributing landscape 
dement identified in the recently approved Nationd Register nomination: the East Parking Lot. The 
proposed Torrey East Bidding wiU be buUt on the sile of the existing parking lot, which itself will be 
excavated in order to accommodate two levels of subterranean parking. The construction wiU result 
in the permanent removd of the existing asphalt parking lot, curbs and whed stops, as weU as the 
Chinese Fringe trees in the planting strips within the lot.70 

The Torrey East Bidding wUl greatiy dter spatid relationships that originaHy characterized the East 
Mesa. What was once a largely open area of surface parking lots and landscaping wUl be transformed 
into a more urban condition. The impact of the new bidlding on historic resources wUl be minimized 
in part by the existing dense screen of perimeter plantings that lines the north, south and east 
property boundaries. The proposed new bmlding wiU have a relatively low profile, rising to two 
stories, or 29'-3". The Torrey East Building wiU have a transparent atrium on ads with the Centrd 
Court of the 1965 Laboratory complex. These two factors will aHow visitors to potentiaUy obtain 
glimpses of the historic Kahn-designed Laboratory complex from North Torrey Pines Road and 
preserve this longstanding axid relationship. In terms of its massing and orientation, the Torrey East 
Budding wiU not be dissimUar from the 1995 East BuUding in its relationship to the historic 
laboratories, dthough its design wUl be very different, consisting of a single horizontd bar dad in 
glass and metal curtain waUs tautly wrapped around a steel frame. The overall effect wUl be much 
Hghter than the concrete East BuUding. Materids wiU be compatible with, yet distinct from, the 
historic laboratories, using steel, duminum, and fritted glass instead of concrete and teak. In addition, 
the Salk Institute may commission an art work to be erected on the west side of the proposed Torrey 
East BuUding, 

Despite these design strategies, which wUl serve in part to minimize disruption to origind spatial 
relationships, the removd of the East Parking Lot, a contributing feature of the Salk Institute 

70Jeffrey Shorn and Vonn Marie May, National Register Nomination for Salk Institute for Biologica! Studies, (unpublished 
nomination, November 8, 2004), Secdon 7, pp. 10-11, 
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campus, constitutes a significant physicd impact to a historic resource. Therefore, as designed, this 
component of the project does not comply with RehabiHtation Standard 9. 

East Mesa: North Core Facility 
A portion of the existing North Garden, an origind component of the Kahn-designed Saik Institute 
campus, wUl be excavated to construct the proposed North Core FaciHty, However, the new bidding 
wUl be constructed bdow grade and this historic landscape feature wiU be restored at the end of 
construction. This component ofthe Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 9. 

East Mesa: Proposed Greenhouses 
Three-one-story greenhouses are proposed for the existing unpaved area south of the East Bidding.' 
They wUl be transparent structures,' simUar in character to the existing greenhouses that presently 
stand on the North Mesa. Due to the fact that they are small, conceded behind vegetation, and wiU 
not result in the dteration of character-defining materids, features, or spatid relationships, this 
portion of the project compHes with Rehabilitation Standard 9. 

North Mesa: West Interim Facility 
The Proposed Project wUl result in more extensive changes to the North Mesa than to any other part 
of the Salk Institute campus. The North Mesa has also been dtered more extensivdy than other parts 
of the Salk Institute. Today, the area can be characterized as an incoherent assemblage of temporary 
buUdings, greenhouses, and sheds perched on the edge of a sprawling asphdt surface parking lot. 
The Proposed Project plans to remove aU of the biddings and the parking lot and construct the 
proposed Meeting Center on the western edge of the North Mesa. The Meeting Center will not be 
constructed right away, but instead down the road when funds become avaUable. The new bmlding 
wUl be sited on the western end of the North Mesa, a site earmarked in the 1962 Kahn/Salk master 
plan as the location of the origind Meeting Center. Overlooking coastd bluffs and the Pacific Ocean, 
Kahn's never-realized Meeting Center was to have been the s o d d and cd tu rd core of the Salk 
Institute, housing seminar rooms, a Hbrary, meeting rooms, a dining hall, recreation facihties, the 
director's suite, and guest quarters. It is the intention of the Salk Institute that the proposed new 
bidding will fidfiU a similar role. It wUl dso be located in roughly in the same place, dthough the new 
Meeting Center will be smaUer, encompassing approximately 115,182 gross square feet of space. 

Although the recendy approved National Register nomination designates the entire Salk Institute 
campus, the nomination does not Hst any significant character-defining features on the North Mesa. 
Therefore it can be concluded that the proposed new Meeting Center and subterranean parking 
structure wUl not physicaUy impact any significant features or materials. However, existing spatid 
relationships will be dtered on the North Mesa. Compared with what presently exists on the North 
Mesa, the proposed Meeting Center wiU have a less intmsive visud impact on the Kahn-designed 
laboratories because it wUl be located much further away on the western, downhUl edge of the North 
Mesa. The proposed Meeting Center wiU dso be no higher than 30' to the top of the parapet 

The proposed Meeting Center wiU be architecturaUy more compatible with the historic Kahn-
designed Laboratory complex because it must conform to rigid design gmdelines currently underway. 
Taking its cue fiom Kahn's original plans, fhe new bidding wiU realize Kahn's origind tripartite 
scheme without mimicking his unique design sensibiHty. Regarding the proposed new landscaping, 
the roof of the proposed subterranean parking structure will be landscaped with lawns and other 
permeable surfaces, replacing a sigmficant eyesore and heat island with landscaped open space. In 
keeping with the 1962 Kahn/Salk master plan,- the area surrounding the new construction wUl be 
landscaped with sustainable native plants, providing a naturd buffer between the new bmlding, the 
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adjoining coastd canyon, and the vernd pools located at the western end of the North Mesa. As 
designed, this part of the Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 9. 

South Mesa: Daycare Facility 
The recentiy approved Nationd Register nomination designated the entire legal parcel comprising the 
Salk Institute, including the South Mesa. The Proposed Project wUl place a private daycare faciHty on 
the currendy largdy undeveloped South Mesa. The faciHty wiU provide care for children of Salk 
Institute employees in a secure and naturd location away from pubHc streets. In addition to 
classroom space, the daycare faciHty wiU include other support spaces such as a meeting room, 
administration space, and a mdti-purpose room. Also located on the site wUl be a 10,000 sf circular 
playground. The playground will be terraced into the topography of the South Mesa. A paved turn
around/drop off area wiU be located between the two biddings, along the existing private drive on 
the southern property line. 

Regarding impacts to spatid relationships, the Proposed Project wiU result in some changes to the 
South Mesa. However, the daycare fadHty wiU be constructed on a portion of the South Mesa that is 
far from pristine, having been covered by soU excavated during foundation and site grading work 
performed as part of the construction of the Laboratory complex. The new daycare faciHty wiU be 
sited so that it is conceded by the mound when viewed from the Centrd Court, dthough the rooftop 
and landscaped playground wUl be visible from the upper floors of the Laboratory complex. The two 
proposed buUdings will be very low in stature, rising no higher than 12' above grade. They wiU dso 
be separated from theLaboratory complex by approximately 400'. FinaUy, they have been designed 
in a modern vocabulary with transparent materials like glass and stainless steel and neutrd-colored 
finish materids such as teak and canvas awnings. The roofs wUl feature sustainable roofing systems, 
reducing its visud impact on existing spatid relationships. As designed, this component of the 
Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation Standard 9. 

South Mesa: Residential Quarters 
Located just west of the daycare faciHty, at the far southwestern comer of the Salk Institute property, 
wiU be twdve residentid quarters. Sindlar to Kahn's never-constructed Quarters for Visiting FeHows 
(described in the 1962 Kahn/Salk master plan), the proposed new bidding wUl provide temporary 
housing for faculty, researchers and staff. The proposed units will be dustered within a single 
bmlding with alternating two-and three-story units arranged in a staggered pattern. Twdve surface 
parking spots wUl be provided dong the driveway south of the umts. Recalling Kahn's 1963 plot 
plan, known as Exhibit X, the residential quarters wiU step down the steeply sloping western part of 
the South Mesa. Although visible from the upper floors of the Laboratory complex, they wiU not be 
visible from the Centrd Court because they wiU be conceded behind the existmg re-vegetated 
mound that sits near the center of the South Mesa. The project architects will design the bidding to 
be compatible with design guidelines that are currendy underway, ensuring that aU new construction 
is compatible with, yet distinct from, Kahn's origind design. Physicd impacts to the native vegetation 
wUl be minimized by replanting adjoining areas with spedes compatible with the adjacent native plant 
communities. As designed, this component of die Proposed Project compHes with RehabiHtation 
Standard 9. 

Summary 
As designed, the Proposed Project is only partiaUy compliant with RehabiHtation Standard 9. In 
general, the new buddings and landscapes wiU not permanentiy physicaUy impact historic materials, 
features, and spatid rdationships that characterize the property, with the exception of the East 
Parking Lot, identified as a contributing feature in the recently approved Nationd Register 
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nomination. As a contributing element to the Salk Institute campus, its removal and replacement 
with a new office building does not comply with RehabiHtation Standard 9. 

Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new constmction will be undertaken in such 
a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment 
would be unimpaired. 

Discussion: WhUe it is highly unlikely that the Salk Institute wUl remove any of the proposed buUdings 
in the immediate future, their placement in rdation to the Kahn-designed sections of the campus 
would aUow the existing form and integrity of the property to be restored to its approximate present 
appearance should they be removed. As designed, the Proposed Project compHes with Rehabilitation 
Standard 10. 

E. Analysis of Project-Specific Impacts under CEQA 

As discussed above, the Salk Institute's Proposed Project appears to substantially comply with the 

Secretary's Standards for RehabiHtation, with the exception of the replacement of the East Parking 

Lot with the proposed new Torrey East BuUding, failing to comply with RehabiHtation Standards 2 

or 9. According to the Standards, RehabiHtation is defined as "the act or process of making possible a 

compatible use for a properly through repair, dterations, and additions whUe preserving those 

portions or feamres which convey its historical, culturd, or architecturd vdues."71 The Salk Institute, 

while fiUly cognizant ofthe architecturd significance ofthe Kahn-designed portions of its campus, as 

weU as the historicd significance of the Salk Institute in general, is faced with the need to expand its 

research and laboratory space and support functions to ensure the continued viabiHty of the Institute 

in this location. Prevented by finandd constraints from realizing Louis Kahn's origind master plan 

for four decades foUowing the completion of the Laboratory complex, the Institute has been 

hampered by a lack of laboratory and administrative space, forcing many research projects to be 

. conducted in temporary biddings or off-site. The construction of the proposed laboratory bidding 

on the East Parking Lot, dthough not in compliance with Standard 9, poses the least harm to the 

historic portions ofthe canipus. 

The Proposed Project wiU significandy expand the existing campus, bringing the totd square footage 

up to the 500,000 sf limit aUowable according to the University Community Plan. For the most part, the 

proposed new buUdings wiU be buUt on previously disturbed parts of the campus that do not directly 

contribute to the significance of the Kahn-designed Laboratory complex and adjoining landscape 

71 Kay D. Weeks and Anne Grimmer, Secretary oflhe Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with GuideUnes for 
Preserving, RebabiUtating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Hisloric Buildings, (Washington, D.C.: National Park Service, Department of 
the Interior, 1995), p. 61. 
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features. Kahn identified most of the sites as being "reserved for future devdopment" on the 1962 

master plan drawings. 

WhUe the Proposed Project is very ambitious in regard to the addition of square footage to the 

campus, it is being designed to avoid permanent significant impacts to historic materids or spatial 

relationships that characterize the Kahn-designed parts of the campus, in particdar tlie Laboratory 

complex and the iconic view westward fiom fhe Central Court Although the proposed new 

buUdings wUl be visible from the upper floors of the Laboratory complex, they wiU be puUed back as 

far as possible and wUl remain invisible from most the Centrd Court itself with the exception of the 

proposed Meeting Center, which wUl be visible fiom the west end of the Centrd Court. Additionally, 

the architects have designed them to comply with design gmdelines that are intended to ensure that 

new construction remains compatible with the origind Kahn-designed buUdings and landscapes 

features. Perhaps the biggest concession to historicd compatibUity is the dedsion by the Salk 

Institute to place the new buUdings on sites identified by Kahn as being reserved for future 

construction in the origind 1962 master plan. Although the new buUdings wUl be quite distinct fiom 

Kahn's origind design vocabulary, this strategy is a deHberate attempt to honor and complete the 

long-ddayed Kahn/Salk master plan. 

With regard to impacts on historic materids, the removal of the landscaping of the East Parking Lot, 

a contributing component to Kahn's origind landscape plan, wUl constitute a significant adverse 

impact. The proposed Torrey East BuUding wUl change the existing spatial rdationships that have 

defined the appearance of this portion of the campus since the mid-1960s. This impact is not as 

severe as it could be in other areas due to the fact that Kahn earmarked the East Parking Lot area as 

being appropriate for future devdopment in the origind 1962 master plan. Furthermore, the 

Laboratory complex is aHeady not highly visible from North Torrey Pines Road. FinaUy, the resource 

is a surface parking lot, a feature of substantiaUy less significance than the laboratories or other 

Kahn-designed landscape features. The most significant physicd impact to historic materids is the 

proposed removd of the Chinese Fringe trees, which are origind landscaping elements. 

In addition, excavation necessary to construct the bidding on the North Mesa may encounter 

subsurface remains of Camp CaUan, which could possibly constitute a significant adverse impact. As 

mentioned above, records indicate that foundations were not removed as part of the cleanup 

foUowing the transfer of the site back to the City after World War IL Although recent archeologicd 
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investigations have not reveded the existence of any prehistoric or historic resources on the North 

Mesa, the majority of the site is paved, limiting the feasibility of test bores or other diagnostics. 

Although it is not known if any World War Il-era foundations remain beneath the parking lot, should 

they exist on the footprint of the proposed new bidding, they wUl have to be removed. In order to 

avoid a significant adverse impact, any subsurface remains should be recorded according to HABS-

level documentation'guidelines, as outlined in the section bdow, and submitted to appropriate 

repositories. 
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Yin. SUGGESTED MITIGATION 

According to Section 15126.4(b)(1) of the PubHc Resources Code (CEQA Gmdelines): "Where 

maintenance, repair, stabUization, rehabUitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or 

reconstruction of the historical resource wUl be conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of 

the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties wilh Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 

Restoring, and Reconstmcting Historic Buildings, the project's impact on the historicd resource wiU 

generally be considered mitigated bdow a level of significance and thus is not significant." Because 

the Proposed Project wiU have a substantial adverse effect on an element of a historic resource, in 

this case the origind landscaping of the East Parking Lot, and may have a substantid adverse impact 

on potential subsurface archaeologicd remains, mitigation measures wUl be required. 

As our andysis above sets forth, because the landscaping of the East Parking Lot has been identified 

as a contributing element in the recentiy approved Nationd Register nomination for the Salk 

Institute, it is Page & TumbulTs opinion that the Proposed Project will cause a substantid adverse 

change to the environment. In addition, the potentid exists for prehistoric of historic resources 

assodated with miHtary use of the property during the Second World War to be encountered on the 

site. In both instances, mitigation must be considered as an option under CEQA. Historic resource 

mitigations are typicaUy developed on a case-by-case basis, providing the opportunity to taUor them 

to the characteristics and the significance of the resource and the impacts to i t The more commonly 

adopted mitigation measures consist of 1) documentation of the affected resource, typicaUy to the 

standards of the Historic American BuUdings Survey (HABS); 2) preparation of a sdvage plan for 

significant features and materids; or 3) making a commemorative plaque. WhUe in some instances 

these mitigation measures are judged to reduce the adverse effects to a less-than-significant levd, they 

often do not dter the loss to community character and coUective history. Section 15126.4(b)(2) ofthe 

Public Resources Code is clear in this regard: "In some circumstances, documentation of an historicd 

resource, by way of historic narrative, photographs or architectural drawings, as mitigation for the 

effects of demoHtion of the resource wUl not mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no 

significant effect on the environment w o d d occur." 

A. HABS-Level Recordation 

As mentioned above, documentation of a historicd resource, by way of historicd narrative, 

photographs, and/or architecturd drawings (often HABS-Level), as mitigation for the effects of the 
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demoHtion of a resource wiU typicaUy not mitigate the effects to a less-than-significant impact on its 

own. Part of the problem with documentation as mitigation under CEQA is that the resource is lost 

to the community, and the recordation documents are not readUy accessible to the pubHc. In the case 

of the East Parking Lot, the photographic documentation of the landscaping within the existing 

surface parking lot wodd have Htde intrinsic vdue. HABS Recordation is typicaUy undertaken for the 

benefit of research but in the case of the East Parking Lot's landscaping, its primary significance is 

aesthetic. Furthermore, the existing configuration of the East Parking Lot is already well documented 

in origind and existing conditions drawings and site plans. 

Currendy, it is unknown if any archaeologicd resources are present on any of the bmlding sites; 

recent surface testing has not reveded anything. However, there are severd known prehistoric sites 

within a close radius and historic maps of Camp Callan indicate that severd of the proposed bidding 

sites overlap the location of World War Il-era structures. If excavation work reveds archaeological 

resources, they shodd be recorded according to professiond standards. We beHeve HABS Levd II 

documentation is suffident at this stage given the speculative nature and the fact that archaeological 

remains are probably limited to World War Il-era concrete slabs or perimeter foundations. The 

history of Camp Callan is already weU documented in Roberta Robledo's Cultural History of U.S. Army 

Camp Robert E. Callan and U.S. Marine Corps Campus Calvin. B. Matthews. Prepared in 1996 for UCSD, 

this document does a good job of recording the history of this instaHarion. It is our recommendation 

that if subsurface remains are encountered the Salk Institute wiU temporarily stop work in the vicinity 

and retain a quaHfied archaeologist to measure, sketch, and photograph the resource(s) according to 

HABS Levd II gmdelines. In addition, a brief report should be prepared that identifies the resource 

and places it within its proper historicd context. Thusly, recordation of any potentid historic era 

archaeologicd resource will reduce tlie impact of the project to a less-than-significant effect 

Prehistoric archaeologicd resources will need to be treated differendy. Representatives of locd tribes 

will need to be contacted and consulted prior to taking any action. 

B. Landscape Rehabilitation 

Page & TumbuU recommends partial salvage and landscape rehabUitation as a means to reduce die 

impact of the removd of the East Parking Lot to a less-than-significant effect According to the 

recently approved Nationd Register nomination, the most significant feature of the East Parking Lot 

is its outstanding collection of Chinese Fringe trees. Planted on a grid within planting beds, the trees 
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provide shade and add a splash of color to an otherwise monotonous expanse of asphdt. 

Accordingly, the Salk Institute shaH carefiUly remove aU hedthy Chinese Fringe trees and replant 

them as part of the landscaping for the proposed Torrey East Bmlding. Located within close 

proximity to their ongind location, the Chinese Fringe trees will provide a tangible link to the history 

of the site. Of the trees selected by Kahn's landscape consultant, Roland Hoyt, the Chinese Fringe 

trees are the most unusud and distinctive. Furthermore, most appear to be in good health, and if 

reused they can continue to contribute to the eastern part of the campus for the rest oftheir natural 

lifespan. 

In conjunction with sdvaging the Chinese Fringe trees, the Salk Institute shaU restore as much ofthe 

origind perimeter plantings as possible. Currendy, much of the perimeter landscaping, in particular 

dong Salk Institute Road and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, is dther overgrown or, in some cases 

missing. There are severd large gaps dong Salk Institute Road where adjoining property owners have 

removed trees, presumably to improve views. The Salk Institute shaH inventory its existing perimeter 

plantings, assess the hedth of individud specimens and replant as necessary. Replanted trees, 

espedaUy those surrounding the Kahn-designed portions ofthe Salk Institute, shodd be identicd to 

spedes originaUy planted and identified on the 1965 Landscape Plan to the extent practicable and 

permitted by the City. 

Based on the fact that the primary significance of the East Parking Lot is its landscaping. Page & 

TurnbuU beheves that the Salk Institute wiU reduce the impact of the project on the environment to a 

less-than-significant level by undertaking the landscape rehabUitation program outlined above. 

Complying with the guidelines for implementing mitigation measures under CEQA, the mitigation 

measures proposed above are "roughly proportiond" to the impacts of the project. In addition, they 

are fully enforceable through permit conditions and other legaHy binding instruments. FinaUy, there is 

an essentid nexus between the proposed mitigation measure and legitimate governmental interest, ie . 

restoration of landscaping along pubHc ways that border the Sdk Institute site.72 

72 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15126.4(a). 
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IX. CONCLUSION 

UniversaUy recognized as one of the most significant buUt works of architect Louis I. Kahn, the Salk 

Institute is an important research institute with a significant history. However, in order for it to 

continue fulfilling its mission as one of the nation's foremost research institutions, the Salk Institute 

argues that it must expand its laboratory and administration space. The program of expansion is 

ambitious in scope, but the Institute's architects have attempted to minimize any potentially adverse 

impacts through the sensitive placement and design of new biddings and landscape dements. 

Accordingly, much of the new construction wUl be located on surface parking lots and other areas 

earmarked for future devdopment on the 1962 master plan drawings: Much of the hew construction 

wUl be underground, minimizing its impact on existing spatid relationships. Above-grade 

construction wUl be lower than the historic Laboratory complex and the new buUdings wUl be 

designed to be compatible with, yet distinct from, the origind Kahn-designed buUdings. 

Nevertheless, the project as designed wiU remove the East Parking Lot, constituting a significant 

adverse impact on the resource and the environment. Because its significance relative to the overall 

resource is limited, Page & TurnbuU contends that this impact can be mitigated to a less-than-

significant effect by means of the suggested mitigation measures outlined above. 
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XL APPENDIX 

A. Ust of Important Works by Louis Kahn 

Yde University Art GaUery, New Haven, Connecticut (1951-1953) 

Trenton Bath House, Trenton, New Jersey (1954-1959) 

Richards Medicd Research Laboratories, University of Pennsylvania, PhUadelphia, 
Pennsylvania (1957-1965) 

First Unitarian Church, Rochester, New York (1959-1967) 

Salk Institute for Biological Studies, La Jolla, CaHfomia (1959-1965) 

PhiUips Exeter Academy Library, Exeter, New Hampshire (1965-1972) 

Jatiyo Sangshad Bhaban (Nationd Assembly Building) in Dhaka, Bangladesh (1962—1974) 

KimbeU Art Museum, Fort Wordi, Texas (1967-1972) 

Yde Center for British Art, New Haven, Connecticut (1969-1974) 

Indian Institute of Management, Ahmedabad, India (1963) 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This Salk Institute Landscape Historicd Andysis has been prepared at the request of the Salk 

Institute for Biologicd Studies (Salk Institute). Page & TurnbuU has been asked to evaluate the 

potentid impacts of the proposed expansion of the Salk Institute campus (Proposed Project) on 

historic landscape resources. This memorandum wUl serve as an addendum to the Historic Resources 

Technicd Report (Technicd Report) prepared under separate cover. Please refer to this report for 

the project background, description and historicd backgrounds for the Salk Institute campus. In the 

Technicd Report, Page & TurnbuU evduated the Proposed Project for conformance with The 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (RehabUitation Standards). We 

found the project to comply with aU but two of the ten Standards. Based on the disproportionate 

impact of the Proposed Project on landscape features, we have been asked to evduate the project for 

conformance with a related dtemarive set of standards entided: The Secretary of the interior's Standards 

for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. 

IL M E T H O D O L O G Y 

This memorandum incorporates the referenced Technicd Report by reference and the references 

dted within. Sources specifically used in the execution of this memorandum include severd early site 

plans prepared by Louis Kahn's team, induding the July 1962 plot plan known as "Revised Exhibit 

A," (1962 Plot Plan), the February 1965 Revised Plot Plan known as "Exhibit X," and the May 1965 

Landscape Plan. Other sources referenced include historic aerid photographs dating fiom 1928, 

1958, I960, 1965, 1970, 1984 and 1990 and a historic map showing World War Il-era Camp Cdlan. 

Additiond information was provided to Page & TurnbiUl by Garry Van Gerpen, FacUities Manager 

for the Salk Institute. 

I I I . D E S C R I P T I O N A N D H I S T O R I C A L C O N T E X T 

A. General Site Description 

The Salk Institute is located approximately three mUes north of La Jolla, on a U-shaped, 26.34-acre 

site overlooking the Padfic Ocean. The oddly configured parcel is composed of three smaU mesas -

North, South, and East - that embrace a steep and" narrow coastd canyon near the center of the 

property. Most of the canyon proper is part of Torrey Pines City Park and not owned by the Salk 
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Institute. The dramatic coastal site served severd purposes prior to the construction of the Salk 

Institute; remnants of these prior uses survive in places. The foUowing section wiU describe the 

historicd designed and culturd landscape features of the Salk Institute.1 The description will begin 

with the East Mesa (the location of the bulk of the remaining historic features) and continue to 

discuss the North and South Mesas, respectively. 

B. East Mesa 

Eas t Parking Lot 

Presendy, the East Mesa is the most intensively developed portion of the Salk Institute campus due 

to its level topography and proximity to North Torrey Pines Road. The easternmost portion is 

dominated by a large landscaped surface parking lot known as the East Parking L o t OriginaUy 

designated on the 1962 Plot Plan as being reserved for future devdopment, the area was re

designated for use as a surface parking lot on-both Exhibit X and the 1965 Landscape Plan. Cleared 

in 1965 and completed by 1967, the East Parking Lot features six planting strips containing 

approximatdy eight Chinese Fringe trees {Chionanthus retusa). This spedes was chosen by Landscape 

Consultant Roland Hoyt because of their mature diminutive si2e, colorful flowers, and abdity to 

provide suffident shade. The East Parking Lot has undergone few (if any) changes since it was 

completed. 

" Per imeter Plant ings 

The East Mesa features historic perimeter plantings consisting mosdy of Red Flaming eucdyptus (E. 

ftcifolid) and other trees and shrubs, providing a dense screen-of vegetation between the campus and 

adjoining roads. The 1965 Landscape Plan depicts two rows of eucdyptus trees bounding the north, 

east and south sides of the East Parking L o t Unspedfied ground cover was to clad the ground 

beneath the eucdyptus. Single rows of identicd eucdyptus trees were to line the north and south 

sides of Salk Institute Road from North Torrey Pines Road to the westerly property line and dong 

the north side of the North Garden. The eucdypts do not appear to have been planted until the late 

1960s because they are stUl very smaU on the 1970 aerial photograph. The same aerid indicates that 

w ide eucdypts were planted dong the south side of Salk Institute Road and along the northerly edge 

1 According to the National Park Service's bulletin: The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Hisloric Properties 
with GuideUnes for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (Washington, D.C: 1996), a culmral landscape is deBned as "...a 
geographic area (including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic animals therein), associated with 
a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values. There are four general types of culmral 
landscapes, not mutually exclusive: historic sites, historic designed landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and 
ethnographic landscapes." 
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of the North Garden, they were not planted on the north side of Salk Institute Road or dong the 

northerly edge of the North Mesa. Today, much of the perimeter landscaping remains largdy intact, 

dthough adjoining landowners have removed severd trees on the south side of Salk Institute Road.2 

The west side of the East Parking Lot was originaUy to have been bounded by an dternating 

arrangement of Sheet Bay trees {Laurus Nobilis) and Southern Magnolias (Magnolia Grandifiora). 

Immediately west of this row there was to have been a row of Bucare (Erythrina Poeppigiana), with 

smaUer clusters of Acacia trees at the north and south ends. Serving as a hedge, this dense row of 

vegetation screened the Parking Lot from the remnant historicd eucdyptus grove, part of which still 

exists between the East BuUding and the historic Laboratory complex. The trees were indeed planted 

because they appear on the 1970 and 1984 aerials but they appear to have been removed to make way 

for the East Bmlding in 1994. New eucdyptus trees were planted in a planting strip buUt between the 

East BuUding and the East Parking Lot ca. 1994. 

Eucalyptus Grove 

Located between the East Building and the historic Laboratory complex is a remnant of a historic 

eucdyptus grove that predates the Salk Institute. Probably planted by ranchers as a windbreak to 

baffle stiff onshore winds, the origind provenance of the eucdyptus grove is unknown. It appears on 

a 1928 aerid photograph taken over Torrey Mesa. The photograph indicates that the site of what is 

now the Salk Institute was largely undeveloped dthough not untouched. The photograph depicts 

what appears to be pastures covering most of what is now the Salk Institute site. The only exceptions 

were the South Mesa and coastd canyon — which appears to retain their naturd coastd sage scrub 

cover - and the easternmost third of the property, which at that time was covered by a grove of 

eucdyptus trees surrounding a smaU pasture or corrd. 

According to the 1928 aerial, the eucdyptus grove, which appears to have been planted, extended 

north of the existing northerly property line but did not go any further south of the historic property 

line indicated by present-day Salk Institute Road. In the 1928 photograph, the eucdyptus grove 

appears to consist of trees of varying ages, with the largest appearing to faU within the 20-25-year 

range. A narrow dirt road divided the eastern part of the property (the East Mesa) fiom the western 

part of the property (North and South Mesas). The aerial photograph shows that the eastern 

2 A note on the 1962 Plot Plan indicates that the trees on the south side of Salk Institute Road were planted as early as June 
1962. 
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boundary of the property was defined by a eucdyptus-lined road formerly caUed La Jolla Scenic 

Drive (now North Torrey Pines Road). The southern property boundary was marked by a fence, 

separating it from oU tycoon William Black's La JoUa Farms. 

THe eucdyptus grove continues to appear on subsequent aerid photographs, evidendy surviving the 

Camp Callan occupation. According to the 1962 Plot Plan, the eucdyptus grove was to have been 

left intact dthough its site was reserved for future devdopment The 1965 Landscape Plan shows a 

much more detaUed strategy for the eucdyptus grove. Notes indicate that approximately sixty extant 

trees were to be retained, unspecified ground cover and bark placed on the ground, and about twelve 

new trees added. According to notes on the plan, the new trees were to be Brazilian Pepper (Schinus 

Terebinthifolius) and Green Ebony (Jancaranda Acutifolia). Exhibit X, prepared three months later, 

indicates the existence of the eucdyptus grove but continues to show the site earmarked for future 

development. 

The 1970 aerid photograph shows the eucdyptus grove in place, dthough much of it appears to have 

been replanted with younger trees. Larger and presumably older trees remain at the northern and 

southern end of the grove. A tight grid of young trees is shown occupying much of the centrd and 

eastern portion of the grove. The 1984 aerid shows the eucdyptus grove largely matured and thickly 

planted with both old and newer trees. The construction of the East BuUding resdted in the removd 

of the eastern half of the eucdyptus grove. It appears most of the trees removed were younger 

specimens planted in the late 1960s. Severd mature older trees were retained. However, since 1994 

many of the older eucdyptus trees have died and been replaced in kind with younger trees. 

Laboratory Complex 

Located at the western end of the East Mesa where it overlooks the coastd canyon and the Padfic 

Ocean, the Kahn-designed Laboratory complex and adjacent landscaping comprise the centrd focus 

of the Salk Institute campus. The Laboratory complex is comprised of two, six-story (with two levds 

b d o w grade), reinforced-concrete buUdings flanking a centrd courtyard (Centrd Court). Both 

buUdings measure 245' x 65* in plan, whereas the travertine-surfaced Centrd Court measures 270' x 

90'. The Centrd Court is longitudinaUy bisected by a shaHow linear water feature, or runnel, which 

carries a re-circulated stream of water from a small pool at the eastern end of the court to a large 

rectangdar pool at the western end. The pool on the east side of the court is flanked by two devated 

concrete planting beds that originaUy contained Calamondin orange trees. The orange trees, intended 
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as an homage to the fast-disappearing dtrus landscape of Southern CaHfomia, were removed as they 

did not do weU close to the coast They were subsequendy replaced by a hardier variety of lime tree. 

The landscaping of the Centrd Court continued to evolve weU beyond the inirid completion of the 

Laboratory complex. In early 1965, Kahn devdoped a plan that would place a grid of columnar 

Italian Cypress in the Centrd Court, but as construction progressed he increasingly found fadt with 

this scheme. By die Summer of 1965, the Laboratory complex was largely complete but the Centrd 

Court was stUl unresolved. In 1966, Kahn sent a round-trip plane ticket.to the famed Mexican 

landscape architect Luis Barragan, and a note requesting that he fly to San Diego. On February 24, 

1966, Barragan visited the site with Kahn and his project architect Jack MacAUister. After hearing of 

Kahn's plans to plant trees in the Centrd Court, Barragan reportedly announced "Not one 

leaf.. .Don't put one leaf, nor plant, nor one flower, nor dirt. Absolutely nothing." He added: "A 

plaza.. .wiU unite the two buUdings and at the end, you wiU see the line of the sea." Barragan caUed 

the plaza a "facade that rises to the sky."3 

At first Kahn beHeved this solution to be too harsh, and he asked San Frandsco landscape architect 

Lawrence Hdprin to develop dternative plans. Hdprin responded with a plan submitted in 

November 1966 Ulustrating the court fiUed with orange trees. The foUowing month, Jonas Salk wrote 

to Kahn objecting to Hdprin's scheme; endorsing instead Barragan's approach, suggesting the entire 

court be paved in dry-ldd stone (travertine). The runnel originaUy proposed by Kahn was retained, 

widi recirculated water running continuously from a smaU square pool at the entrance to a larger pool 

at the western end. Although Kahn devdoped severd other iterations for the court, he finally settled 

on this simple yet effective scheme. Since its completion in 1967-68, the Centrd Court has not 

undergone any significant changes. 

N o r t h Garden 

Tlie Laboratory complex is surrounded by landscape elements designed by Louis Kahn. The North 

Garden, an origind component of the 1962 Kahn/Salk master plan, is located between the North 

BuUding and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. Presendy, the North Garden is a gendy sloping grass lawn 

transected by severd brick footpaths. The paths are Uluminated by 1960s-era cylindricd bollard Hght 

fixtures. Torrey Pines Scenic Drive is lined with remnants of origind perimeter plantings, some of 

which are Flaming Red eucalypts. As the eucdyptus trees have died, they have been replaced with 
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Torrey pines, which are native to this part of San Diego County. The brick path on the west side of 

the North Garden, which is original to the design, appears to retain a handful of origind HoUy oaks 

contained within planters. The existing North Garden has undergone few major changes since it was 

originaUy completed in the late 1960s. 

South Garden 

The 1965 Landscape Plan depicts the South Garden, located between the South BuUding and Salk 

Institute Road, as two separate lawn panels bounded by short concrete retaining waUs. Probably due 

to cost overruns, the construction of the South Garden was postponed; and after the completion of 

the Laboratory complex in 1965, the entire area was converted into an unpaved temporary surface 

parking lot. In 1978, the new subterranean Cancer Research/Animd FaciHty was constructed beneath 

the site; and in 2001, the Animd FadHty was expanded southward to occupy the intervening space 

between Cancer Research FaciHty and Salk Institute Road. Today, a concrete waU marks the extent of 

these additions. Grass lawns have been planted on their roofs, largdy repHcating the appearance of 

the South Garden as onginaUy proposed. 

C. North Mesa 

Prior to the Salk Institute occupying the site, the North Mesa was used by the Army as part of Camp 

Callan. According to a 1940S'era U.S. Army map of Camp Callan, approximatdy half of what is now 

the Salk Institute campus was located within "Block 25" of Camp Callan, including aU of the East 

Mesa and most of the North Mesa. The map indicates that the North Mesa was occupied by a 

circular drive and six ammunition magazines. In addition, there were two stnaU structures labeled as 

"gas chambers" located on what is now the site of the West Interim FaciHty. The gas chambers were 

used to train draftees to recognize various types of poisonous gas and how to respond to chemicd 

attacks.4 

According to Kahn's origind master plan, the North Mesa was to be the location of the proposed 

"Meeting Center" at its far western end. Landscaping was to have been minimal, consisting for the 

most part of trees planted dongside a footpath connecting the Meeting Center to the Laboratory 

complex. It is unknown what kind of trees were to be planted as the North Mesa is not included in 

the 1965 Landscape Plan, but trees in adjoining areas of the East Mesa were to have been HoUy oaks 

3 David Brownlee, Lnuis Kahn: In the Realm of Architecture (New York: Rizzoli, 1992), p. 334. 
1 Ibid, p, 36. 
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Quercus Ilex). Cost overruns resulted in the indefinite postponement of the Meeting Center. Located 

on the North Mesa since before the completion of the Laboratory complex in 1965 are severd 

"temporary" laboratory structures coUectively known as the West Interim FaciHty. An informal 

unpaved parking lot occupied much of the rest of the North Mesa, with some native coastd sage 

scrub reclaiming the western portion. In 1985, the Salk Institute traded two acres of land on the 

western edge of the South Mesa for an equivdent amount of City-owned land on the southern side 

of the North Mesa. THe land swap created enough space to construct a large paved surface parking 

lot on most of the land not occupied by the West Interim FaciHty. Three smaU greenhouses were dso 

buUt in the late 1980s. O d y smaU portions of the North Mesa remain undeveloped, with coastd sage 

scrub and vernd pools covering die upper margins of the adjoining canyon. 

D. South Mesa 

Prior to the occupation of the Salk Institute, the South Mesa was the section of the Salk Institute 

campus least impacted by human occupation. Prior to the Second World War, it was occupied by 

coastd sage scrub. During the War, Camp Callan occupied the North Mesa and most of the East 

Mesa but not the South Mesa. After the war, the South Mesa began to undergo change. The 1958 

aerid photograph shows what appears to be a graded unpaved parking lot or staging area at the most 

level section at the center of the South Mesa. This condition remained consistent through the early 

1960s when the Salk Institute began to devdop its campus. 

On the South Mesa, Kahn planned a residentid development for visiting researchers caUed the 

"Quaners for Visiting FeUows" (Quarters). The buildings were to terrace down the ocean side of the 

mesa, reducing their visud prominence and taking advantage of the dramatic views. The Quarters 

were to be accessed by a curvilinear path that followed the rough naturd contours of the site. It is 

not known what type of trees these were to be because the South Mesa was not included in the 1965 

Landscape Plan. In addition to the Meeting Center, Exhibit X indicated that other portions of the 

South Mesa were to be reserved for future development Construction of the Quarters was 

indefinitely postponed in response to cost overruns. During the constmction of the Laboratory 

complex, contractors deposited excavation materids on top of the graded area on top of the South 

Mesa, creating the distinctive "mound" at the center of the site. Two decades later, in 1985, the City 

traded two acres dong the north waU of the canyon for an equivalent amount of Salk Institute land at 

the western end of the South Mesa. O n this land, the City buUt a wastewater pumping station (known 

as Pump Station #45). The property exchange dtered the configuration of the property boundaries 
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and the construction of Pump Station #45 changed the appearance of the western end of the South 

Mesa. Today, the South Mesa has largely re-vegetated, although the coastd sage scrub is patchy 

where the mound is located. 

IV. E V A L U A T I O N O F P R O J E C T S P E C I F I C I M P A C T S 

A . Project Description 

The Proposed Project is described in more depth in the above-referenced Technicd Report Simply 

expressed, it wiU entaU the construction of 96,400 square feet (sf) of sdentific/reception space, 

115,182 sf of support facUities, 3,600 sf of greenhouse space, a 12,000 sf private daycare faciHty, a 

12,000 sf short-term residentid faciHty, and subterranean parking ' for approximately 1,120 

automobUes. Severd temporary buUdings comprising approximately 29,000 sf, induding the East and 

West Interim FacUities, wUl be demoHshed, leaving approximately 260,818 sf of existing space on the 

campus. The Proposed Project wUl therefore bring the total devdoped area of the campus up to 

500,000 sf, the aUowable maximum. Of the to td 26.34-acre campus, 6.2 acres of land wUl remain 

undevdoped, a portion of which will be donated to the City for habitat preservation. The Proposed 

Project wiU require grading of approximately 11.2 acres to implement the proposed devdopment and 

assodated site improvements. The Proposed Project will result in changes to the historic cd tu rd 

landscape of the Salk Institute Campus. 

B. Status of Existing Site as a Historical Resource 

O n August 5, 2005, the California State Historicd Resources Commission formaUy determined the 

Salk Institute eHgible for Hsting in the National Register on the basis of its significance under 

Criterion C (Architecture). Upon reception by the Keeper of the Nationd Register, OHP wiU assign 

the Salk Institute a Status Code of "2S," meaning that the property is an "Individud property 

determined eHgible for NR by the Keeper."5 It wiU be Hsted in the CaHfornia Register as a property 

formdly detennined eHgible for Hsting in the Nat iond Register.6 The Salk Institute unquestionably 

qualifies as a historic resource under CEQA as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a). 

According to the City of San Diego's Significance Determination Thresholds: Califomia Environmental Quality 

Act (November 2004), historicd or culturd resources "indude aU properties (historic, archaeological. 

5 California Office of Historic Preservation, "California Historical Resource Status Codes." 
6 California Public Resources Code Section 5024,1(d)(1), Cahfomia Register of Hislorical Resources. 
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landscapes, traditional, etc.) eligible or potentiaUy eligible for the Nationd Register of Historic Places, 

as weU as those that may be significant pursuant to state and locd laws and registration programs 

such as the California Register of Historicd Resources or the City of San Diego Historical Resources 

Register." As a property that has been Hsted as a City Landmark, as weU as a property that has been 

determined eligible for Hsting in the Nationd Register, the Salk Institute is dso a presumed historicd 

resource under City regulations.7 

C. Determination of Significant Adverse Change underCEQA 

According to CEQA, a "project with an effect that may cause a substantid adverse change in the 

significance of .an historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 

environment."8 Substantid adverse change is defined as: "physicd demoHtion, destruction, 

relocation, or dteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an 

historic resource would be materiaUy impaired."9 The significance of a historic resource is materiaUy 

impaired when a project "demoHshes or materiaUy dters in an adverse manner those physicd 

characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historicd significance" and that justify or 

account for its inclusion in, or eHgibiHty for indusion in, the California Register.10 

D. Evaluation ofthe Project Pursuant lo the Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation with Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

provide guidance for reviewing proposed work to historic properties.11 The Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards (The Standards) are typically used by Federd agendes in evduating work on all historic 

property types included in the Nat iond Register, induding budding, sites, stmctures, landscapes, 

districts, and objects. The Standards have dso been adopted by locd government bodies across the 

country for reviewing proposed work to historic properties under locd preservation ordinances. The 

Standards are a usefid andytic tool for understanding and describing the potential impacts of 

7 Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Tide 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq. 
B C E Q A Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b) 
» C E Q A Guidelines subsection 15064-5(b) (1) 
10 C E Q A Gmdelines subsection 15064.5Cb) (2). 
11 U.S, Department of Interior National Park Service Cultural Resources, Preservation Assistance Division, Secretary ofthe 
Interior's Standards for RehabiUtation and Illustrated GuideUnes for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, 1992. The. Standards, revised in 
1992, were codified as 36 CFR Part 68.3 in the July 12,1995 Federal Register (Vol. 60, N o . 133). The revision replaces the 
1978 and 1983 versions of 36 CFR 68 eotitled Tbe Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for Hisloric Prtservalion Projecls. The 36 CFR 
68.3 Standards are apphed to all grant-in-aid development projects assisted through the National Historic Preservation Fund. 
Another set o i Standards, 36 CFR 67.7, focuses on "certified historic structures" as defined by the IRS Code of 1986. The 
Standards^ 36 CFR 67,7 are used primarily when property owners are seeking certification for federal tax benefits. The two 
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substantial changes to historic resources. Conformance with the Standards does not determine 

whether a project w o d d cause a substantid adverse change in the significance of a historic resource. 

Rather, projects that comply with the Standards benefit fiom a regdatory presumption that they 

would have a less-than-significant adverse impact on a historic resource.12 Projects that do not 

comply with the Standards may or may not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

an historic resource. 

In the above-referenced Technicd Report Page & TurnbuU evduated the Proposed Project for 

conformance with The Standards, finding the project compHant with aU but two: RehabUitation 

Standards 2 and 9. Because the Proposed Project impacts landscape features more so than buUdings 

or structures, Page &-Tumbidl has been asked to re-evduate the project for conformance with an 

altemative set of guidelines developed by the Nationd Park Service for use with culturd landscapes. 

Identicd to the RehabiHtation Standards, The Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (Culturd Landscape Standards) contain 

ten standards. Because this document contains standards identicd to the RehabiHtation Standards, we 

have dedded to not include a standard-by-standard andysis. Our origind evduation can be found 

above-referenced Technicd Report Rather, the foUowing section wUl instead hoHsricaUy andyze the 

Proposed Project for conformance with the Culturd Landscape RehabUitation Standards. 

First, we would like to include some definitions. According to our andysis, the Salk Institute is not 

defined primarily as a c d t u r d landscape. It does, however, contain severd significant designed, 

vernacular and naturd landscapes within the boundaries of the property, most of which contribute to 

the significance of the property. SimUar to our andysis under the Rehabilitation Standards, the 

primary impact of the Proposed Project is the replacement of the "historic" East Parking Lot with a 

new laboratory bmlding (Torrey East BuUding). WhUe of much lesser significance than the other 

designed landscapes, the East Parking Lot was found to be a contributing dement of the Nationd 

Register-eHgible property. Based on our reading of the Culturd Landscape Rehabilitation Guidelines, 

the primary impacts remain the same. Spatid relationships that have characterized the property wiU 

be disrupted by the replacement of the parking lot with a new bidding. In other areas, the Proposed 

Project is in compliance with the Culturd Landscape RehabiHtation Guidelines; missing perimeter 

plantings wiU be replaced in kind, the historic Chinese fringe trees in the East Parking Lot wiU be 

sets of Standards vary slightly, but the differences are primarily technical and non-substantive in nature. The GuideUnes, 
however, are not codified in the Federal Register. 
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salvaged and replanted as part of the site landscape of the Torrey East BuUding, and the North 

Garden and eucdyptus grove wiU be restored to their origind appearance. Nevertheless, the 

construction .of die Torrey East BuUding on the East Parking Lot wiU dter historic spatid and 

circulation patterns and vegetation, failing to comply with Cd tu rd Landscape RehabiHtation 

Standards 2 and 9. 

IX. C O N C L U S I O N 

The cd tu rd landscape of the Salk Institute is an important component of the historic campus of the 

Salk Institute for Biologicd Studies. Incorporating important designed, vemacdar and naturd areas, 

these landscapes form the setting of the famous Laboratory complex and Centrd Court at the heart 

of the campus. Some of the landscape elements are more significant than others, particularly the 

designed landscapes assodated with architect Louis I. Kahn. Based on our andysis, the impact of the 

Proposed Project remains the same under the Culturd Landscape Standards as it does for the 

RehabUitation Standards. The construction of die Torrey East BuUding will remove a landscape 

feature designed by Kahn's design team and replace it with a laboratory buUding that wUl change the 

campus' important character-defining features. However, the Proposed Project does, in Idrge part, 

comply with the rest of the Standards, undertaking important rehabUitation work to renew and 

enhance the aging origind landscape features. 

12 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(3). 
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DRAFT CANDIDATE FINDINGS AND 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 

CONSIDERATIONS 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR 
SALK INSTITUTE MASTER PLAN PROJ E CT 

SCH No.'2004111049 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The following Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations are made for the Final Environmentd 
Impact Report (the "EIR") for the Salk Institute Master Plan project (the "project"). The EIR(Project No. 
44675 /SCH No. ,2004111049), which is incorporated by reference herein, analyzes the significant and 
potentially significant environmental impacts chat may occur as a result of the proposed project. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq. 
and the State CEQA GuideUnes ("GuideUnes") (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §§15000 etseq.) 
require that no public agency shall approve or carry out a project which identifies one or more significant 
environmental effects of a project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of 
those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanaciun uf the rationale for each finding. The possible 
findings are: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which, 
mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effects on the environment as identified in the 
EIR. 

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been or can or should be 
adopted by that other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the EIR. 

(CEQA. §21081(a); Guidelines, §15091(a).) 

CEQA and the Guidelines further require chat, where the decision of the public agency allows the 
occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the EIR, but are not at least substantially 
mitigated, the agency shali state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the EIR 
and/or other information in the record. (Guidelines, §15093(b)) 

The project applicant has submitted the following Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
as candidate findings to be made by the decision-making body. The Entitlement Division of the 
Development Services Department does not recommend that the discretionary body either adopt or reject • 
these findings. They are attached to allow readers of this report an opportunity to review the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, as well as potential reasons for approving the project 
despite the significant unmitigated traffic impacts identified in the EIR. 
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IL SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE f~ 

The 26.3-acre Sdk Institute campus (the "project site") is located in the northwestern portion of the 
University Community Planning area in the City of San Diego, and is bounded by public roads North 
Torrey Pines Road, Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Institute Road. The northwest corner of the La 
Jolla Community Planning area is immediately south ofthe project site. Urban development in the form 
of a commercial conference center and single-family homes occupy the developed land to the south ofthe 
project site. The University of California, San Diego ("UCSD") owns developed and undeveloped property 
north and east of the project site. The Torrey Pines Gliderport is located on a bluff northwest of the site. 
Undeveloped-City-owned-land-set-aside-for-habitat-preservation-ti.e.j-Multiple-Habitat-PlanningArea- - . 
{"MHPA"]) and Torrey Pines City Park is located west ofthe sice. 

Regjonal access to the sice is from North Torrey Pines Road, while vehicular access co the site is gained 
from private driveways connecting to Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Institute Road. Approximately 
18.4 acres ofthe project site are currently developed with scientific research and support facilities, surface 
parking areas, hardscape, landscaping, and lawn areas. Approximately 8.0 acres of the sice are 
undeveloped and concain nacive habicat. The Salk Inscicuce campus is included on che San Diego Regiscer 
of Historic Landmarks, che California Register of Historic Resources, and is eligible for listing on che 
National Register of Historic Places. 

The proposed project would inciude grading of 9:0 acres ofthe 26.3-acre site. Development of che project 
would be implemented in phases, perhaps over a period of several decades depending upon avail ability of 
funding, and would include expansion of che exiscing scientific research space on site through the 
construction of 186,200 square feet ("sf) of new facilities and redevelopment of 29,000 sf of temporary 
facUities slated for demolition. The 215,200 sf of development would bring the Salk Inscicute to 476,000 
sf, or 24,000 sf below ies maximum allowable built area of 500,000 sf under che University Community 
Plan. The proposed project would include additional scientific research building(s); construction ofthe 
Salk Communicy Cencer Building to serve the Salk Inscicuce communicy and containing administrative 
and support space, dining facilities, and an auditorium; construction of an underground core facility, 
equipment shops and mechanical room to house research space and shared equipment space; and 
deveiopment of three new research greenhouses to replace those existing on site. New parking facilities 
would be provided through the phased construction of two new underground parking garages near the 
existing on-site surface parking Iocs, in addition co minimal new surface parking ac key areas on che 
campus, for a minimum of 1,046 total spaces on site. Reconstructed and/or new driveways would be 
installed along Salk Inscicuce Road and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive to access che proposed Torrey East 
Building and the Salk Community Cencer Building, respectively, and their associated underground-
parking areas. Informal pedestrian walkways similar to those existing on the campus would be provided 
throughouc che project sice with linkages to exiscing and proposed facilities. A new 5-foor sidewalk 
excension also is proposed within che Torrey Pines Scenic Drive right-of-way to the western property 
boundary. 

Overall sice grading is expecced co require approximacely 20,000 cubic yards ("cy") of cue, 2,300 cy of fill, 
and 200,000 cy of excavation for the proposed subterranean parking structures, day care facility, north 
lawn core facility, equipment shops and mechanical room. Over che build out ofthe proposed projecc, 
cherefore, che amount of total export would equal 217,700 cy. 

Discretionary actions for the proposed project would include a Master Planned Development Permit, a i ; 
Site Development Permit, a Coastal Developmenc Permic, a Vesting Tencacive Map, a MHPA Boundary 
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i Line Adjuscmenc, and easemenc vacations. In addition, the proposed project would require amendments 
- ' to existing Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 3841 and existing Coastal Development Permit/HUlside 

. Review Permit/CUP No, 90-1140. 

As described in Section 3.1 ofthe EIR, the primary goals ofthe project include developing a projecc that: 

• Is compatible with che primary goals and objectives of the University Community Plan, the 
North City Local Coastal Program and applicable sections of the City of San Diego Municipal 
Code ("SDMC"); 

• Is consistent, in terms of general scope, planning and architectural theme, withjonas Salk's 
original vision for che research inscicute property developed by Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn in 
the 1961 Master Plan ("1961 Master Plan") and CUP No. 3841, which precludes urban 
densities in any one area, maintains access to che nacural seccing and avoids inappropriate land 
use adjacencies; 

• Allows the Institute co develop new and expanded sciencific research facilicies as provided for 
in the University Community Plan, while using che Institute's funds in the most cost-effective 
manner possible and retaining the maximum possible fiinds for ies core sciencific mission; 

• Helps che Institute remain competitive with other national research inscitutions in attracting 
and retaining top researchers by providing on-site amenities, such as an employee communicy 
center with indoor and oucdoor meeting spaces, an auditorium and dining facilities; and scace-
of-che-art sciencific research facilities, that are respectful of the historic architeccure and 
incegrated with the surrounding open space; 

• Provides state-of-the-art scientific research space chat will help accract new research funding 
and train the best and brightest scientists in the world in an inspiring and collaborative 
setting with exceptional faculty and staff and will house che latest equipment technology chat 
will allow Inscicuce employees co fulfill their insdcutional missions bf fundaraencal discoveries 
in che life sciences, the improvement of human health and conditions and che training of 
future generations of scientists; 

• Provides the centralized support facilities (i.e., Salk Communicy Center Building) for che 
Inscicuce chac will be placed on sice in a manner thac balances the sensitive nacural and 
hiscoric resources with the need for adequace sice securicy; 

. • Creaces new underground parking areas on sice chat sufficiencly sacisfy che parking needs of 
che entire facility and minimizes surface parking; 

•. Preserves and enhances views of che ocean and scenic coascal resources recognized in 
appiicabie local, regional and scare plans and policies; 

• Enhances and expands environmencaJ protection for environmentally sensitive areas on sice by 
adding land co che City's MHPA; 

V,^/ • Provides landscaping plans and archicectural and landscape design guidelines co ensure 
creacion of an aesthecically pleasing development projecc thac complements the existing 
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landscape and permanent structures on site, respects the sice's hiscoricaj incegricy and 
landscape wkh high design standards and enhances publicly accessible views in the project 
area; and 

• Allows for the removal of all temporary buildings on che propercy. 

IIL ISSUES ADDRESSED IN EIR 

The EIR concains an environmencal analysis of che potential impacts associated wich implementing the 
proposed_project._The_maior issues that are addressed in chis EIR were determined to be P ^ m ^ l j y 
significant based on review by the City of San Diego. These issues include land use, visual 
quality/neighborhood character, biological resources, historical resources, craffic/circulacion, air qualicy, 
noise, hydrology/wacer quality, geology, and paleoncological resources. 

IV. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

The FEIR concludes chac che proposed projecc will have no significanc impacts wich respect to the 
following issues: Land Use, Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character, Air Qualicy, Hydrology/Water 
Quality, and Geology. 

Pocencially significant impacts from che proposed project on the following issues will be mitigated to 
below a level of significance by existing regulations/standard conditions, project design features/special 
developmenc requirements, and/or mitigation measures chac will be made condicions of project approval: 
BiologicaJ Resources, Hiscorical Resources, Noise, and Paleoncological Resources. 

Impaccs relaced co Traffic/Circulation (I-5/Genesee Avenue Interchange) will remain significant and 
unmitigated, despite the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, 

V. FINDINGS REGARDING IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED TO BELOW A LEVEL 
OF SIGNIFICANCE (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21081(a)(l)) 

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR, finds pursuant co Public 
Resources Code §21081(a)(1) and Guidelines §15091(a)(1) that changes or alceracions have been required 
in, or incorporated inco, the projecc which would micigate, avoid, or subscancially lessen to below a level of 
significance the following potential significant environmencal effects idencified in the EIR on biological 
resources (direct), hiscorical resources (direct), noise (direct), and paleontology (direct). 

A. Biological Resources fDirect and Indirect) 

Potential Impacts: Development ofthe proposed project would result in direct impacts to biologicd 
resources. 

Because the eucalyptus trees on site may provide nesting habitat for several raptor species, direct impaccs 
could occur co nescing raptors as a result of project implemencacion. 

Projecc grading and Zone 1 brush management would impacc che following sensitive upland habicac 
cypes: 
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• Maritime succulent scrub (Tier I): 0.03 acre, of which 0.02 acre occurs within che exiscing on-sice 
MHPA. 

• Diegan coascal sage scrub, including discurbed (Tier II): 0.05 acre, including 0.04 acre disturbed. 

Impacts co less chan 0.1 acre of sensitive habitats and 8.90 acres of disturbed habitat, ornamental areas 
and developed land are nor considered significanc. 

No impaccs would occur co on-site wetlands or riparian habicacs, such as vernal pools, souchern willow 
scrub, or jurisdiccional areas. 

AJchough 0.05 acre would be subcracced from the existing MHPA on site, 1.27 net acres would be added 
to the MHPA through a boundary line adjustment; therefore, a nee increase in MHPA would result and 
no significanc impaccs would occur wich respect to the provisions of the City's Mulciple Species 
Conservacion Program ("MSCP") Subarea Plan. 

Projecc construction and brush management implementation would result in pocencially significant 
indirecc impacts due to noise, brush managemenc/invasive species intrusion, and grading/land 
developmenc, resulting in adverse edge effects co the MHPA. 

Facts in Support of Findings: The project's significant direct and indirect impacts to biological 
resources would he mitigated to below a level of significance with implementation of Mitigation Measures 
5.3-1 through 5.3-7 idencified in Seccion 5.3.2 ofthe Final EIR. Implemencacion of these measures would 
be assured chrough incorporation into che projecc's MMRP and shall be conditions of projecc approval. 

In order to mitigate for potendal impacts co nescing raptors, a preconstruccion survey shall be conducted 
and no conscruccion shall occur within 300 co 500 feet of any occupied nest(s) until che young fledge. 
Should the biologisc decermine thac raptors are nesting, che crees shall not be removed until after the 
breeding season. 

In order to ensure management ofthe native habitat in the MHPA, the project applicant would fully fund 
che project Habitat Managemenc Plan endowmenc of $44,500 and implemenc che plan. 

To address indirect noise impaccs to the coastal California gnarcaccher from construction during the 
breeding season, the construction drawings shall indicate the need for pre-conscruccion surveys and 
avoidance of occupied habicac wichin che MHPA during che breeding season. No clearing; grubbing or 
grading of areas occupied by the gnatcatcher would be allowed during the breeding season unless, under 
che direccion of a qualified acouscician, noise accenuacion measures (e.g., berms, walls) are implemenced to 
ensure chac noise levels resulting fiom .conscruccion activicies would noc exceed 60 A-weighced decibels 
(dBA) hourly average at che edge of habicac occupied by che coastal California gnatcatcher. 

To prevent indirect impacts from invasive species in the MHPA, che Cicy shall verify that plants in any 
category ofthe California Invasive Plant Council ("Cal-IPC") lisc, or otherwise known to the City to be 
invasive species, are noc being used in the final landscape plans. 

To address indirect impacts during grading operations, all sensicive areas to be avoided shall be flagged, 
and the concraccors shall be informed regarding no-encry areas. The encire limits of grading shall be 
fenced wirh silt fencing and orange construction fencing to preclude entry into sensitive MHPA or other 
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preserved areas and prevent sedimentation of off-sice areas. During grading, a biologicaJ monicor shall 
conduce sice visics co assure chac construction personnel and equipment do not encroach upon any 
sensicive areas. A monicoring results report with appropriate graphics summarizing the results, analysis 
and conclusion ofthe monitoring program would be submitced co che Development Services Department 
of the City of San Diego. 

B. Historical Resources (Direct) 

Potential Impacts: The projecc's proposed removal of che exiscing ease parking loc, including che 
Chinese.fringe crees, and conscruccion ofthe Torrey Ease Building on che ease mesa ofthe Salk Inscicute 
campus would significantly alter existing spatial relationships, as idencified in the Secretary of che 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitacion and Illuscrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 
("Rehabilitation Standards"). Impacts to these spatial relationships would be minimized because of its 
general consistency with the Kahn site plan (which anticipated future development on the east mesa), 
incorporation of an atrium feature in the proposed Torrey Ease Building and enhancemencs co che 
perimeter landscaping. Nonecheless, a significant physical impact to historical resources would occur due 
co alceracions of spatial relacionships combined with the removal of the historic east parking lot 
landscaping (i.e., Chinese fringe trees). 

Potencial impaccs could occur co Camp Callan-relaced hiscoric-era archaeological resources on the north 
mesa of the Salk Inscicuce campus. Based on consultation wich che Nacive American communicy, 
potential impaccs also could occur co unknown prehistoric archaeoiOgicai resources on sice, including 
archaeologicaj resources associaced with religious or sacred uses, or the discovery of buried human remains. 
In the absence of precise information regarding che exact location of any such buried resources, if any are 

in fact presenc on the campus, it is assumed that any related impacts would be significanc. 

Facts in Support of Findings: Pocencially significanc impaccs to hiscorical resources related co ease 
parking lot spatial relationships and historical landscaping would be mitigated to below a level of 
significance by implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.4-1 through 5.4-3. Mitigation would require 
the applicant co remove che existing Chinese fringe trees from the east parking lot and replant chem as 
pare of che landscaping for the proposed Torrey East Building. The projecc landscape concept plan also 
would be required to rescore as much of the Insticuce's original perimecer plantings as possible, and shall 
include the replanting of healchy, exiscing perimeter plancings in a manner identical to the 1965 
Landscape Plan. Other landscaping shali use the same species "palecce" as chat of che 1965 Landscape 
Plan, to che extent practicable given existing Cicy regulacions regarding invasive species near che MHPA. 
Finally, che fmal design for the Torrey East Building muse feacure a ground-level, two-story acrium co 
permic limiced visibilicy through che building co che courcyard of che original laboracory building, as 
specified in che Architectural Design Guidelines ofthe Mascer PDP. 

Pocencially significant impaccs co historic-era archaeological resources relaced co Camp Callan would be 
mitigated co.below a level of significance by implemencacion of Mitigation Measures 5.4-4 through 5.4-8. 
A records search muse be verified and an archaeologisr muse monicor all excavation and/or grading 
activicies for the proposed building sites that overlap with potential Camp Callan-era structures. Any 
cultural remains collecced, as appiicabie co che sice, shall be permanently curaced with an appropriate 
institution. A monitoring report documenting the monitoring effort wUl be provided afcer conscruccion is 
complece. 
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Pocencially significanc impaccs to unknown prehiscoric archaeological resources, including archaeological 
resources associaced with religious or sacred uses, or buried human remains, would be mitigated to below 
a level of significance by implementation of Mitigacion Measures 5.4-9 chrough 5.4-14. Afcer records 
search verificarion, Native American monitoring must be conducted during grading/excavation/crenching, 
and (if necessary) curation shall occur. Addicionally, should burials/cremacions or features be located, sice 
excavacion and/or grading accivicies would be halted for a period of time sufficient to allow for excavation 
and removal of the resources. A final monitoring results report summarizing che resulcs, analysis and 
conclusion of che monicoring program (wich appropriace graphics) would be submitced to che 
Developmenc Services Department ofthe City of San Diego. 

C. Noise fDirect) 

Potential Impacts: Construction ofthe proposed project would result in periodic noise levels chat could 
exceed the City's noise threshold of 75 dBA. Construction noise could affect off-site residences along the 
southern property line during implementation of the Torrey Ease Building and greenhouses. The impaccs 
would be cemporary but considered significant. 

Facts in Support of Findings: Implementation of Mitigacion Measures 5.7-1 chrough 5.7-4 would 
reduce che cemporary conscruccion noise impaccs co off-site receptors to below a level of significance. The 
measures require preparation of a construction noise control plan(s), che use of equipmenc with che lowest 
possible sound levels and acouscic heighes, and che operacion and maintenance of equipment so as to 
minimize noise generation. If deemed necessary by an acoustical consultant, temporary noise attenuation 
barriers shall be provided for standard conscruccion accivicy, and porcable noise screens or enclosures shali 
be ucilized for high noise accivities/with equipment. The noise barriers would be required ro block line-of-
sight between source and receiver, be constructed of solid material, and be long enough to prevent sound 
from flanking around the end of the barrier. 

D. Paleontology (Direct) 

Potential Impacts: Implementation of grading and excavation for the proposed project would have the 
potential for significant direct impaccs to paleontological resources in areas underlain wich moderace and 
high sensitivity fossil-bearing geologic formations. 

Facts in Support of Findings: Potencial direct impacts would be micigaced co below a level of 
significance by implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.10-1 through 5.10-5. Mitigation would tequire 
thac a qualified paleontologist and/or paleontological monitor implement a paleontological monitoring 
program. The monitor would be present on sice full-time during grading/excavation/crenching activities. 
In the event of a discovery, the monitor would divert, direct or temporarUy halt construction activities in 
the area of discovery to allow recovery of fossils. The monitor shall be responsible for preparacion of fossils 
co a poinc of curation, as defined by the Cicy of San Diego Paleontological Guideiines. The monicor also 
shall be responsible for the recordation of any discovered fossil sites with the San Diego Natural History 
Museum. A final monicoring resulcs report summarizing the resulcs, analysis and conclusion of che 
monicoring program (wich appropriate graphics) would be submitted to the Developmenc Services 
Deparcmenr of che Cicy of San Diego. 

v.y 
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VI. FINDINGS REGARDING INFEASIBLE MITIGATION M E A S U R E S AND 
ALTERNATIVES (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21081(a)(3)) 

The Cicy, having reviewed and considered che informacion concained in che EIR, finds pursuant co Public 
Resources Code §21081(a)(3) and Guidelines §15091(aX3) that (i) che EIR considers a reasonable range of 
project alternatives, and (ii) specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other consideracions, 
including consideracions for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible che proposed projecc alcernacives idencified in che EIR as well as other alternatives or mitigacion 
measures which would reduce che following impact to below a level of significance. 

A. Infeasibility of Mitigation for Significant Unmitigated Impacts 

1. Traffic/Circulation (Direct and Cumulative) 

Potential Impacts: The proposed project would considerably concribuce co delays at che incersection of 
Interscace 5 C"I-5")/Genesee Avenue, resulting in significanc direct and cumulative traffic/circulation 
impacts at chis freeway incerseccion. 

Facts in Support of Findings: Alchough che proposed craffic/circulacion micigation measures would 
require the applicant to pay fair-share fees consistent with the phasing schedule thac would concribuce 
funding coward planned incerseccion improvemencs, the applicant cannot solely bear che cost of che 
improvemencs co che I-5/Genesee Avenue intersection, as its fair share concribucion would amount to less 
than 0.001 percent of the encire cose of che incerseccion improvemenc projecc, estimated ac $390 million 
according to the North University City PubHc Facilities Financing Plan Fiscal Year 2007. Furthermore, 
neither che Cicy of San Diego nor Caltrans have committed co che improvemencs so chey are noc assured 
at this rime, thus direct and cumulative impacts would remain significant and unmitigable until such 
improvemencs are constructed. 

It would be both unreasonable and infeasible for the applicant co singularly conscrucc ail che necessary 
improvemencs to che incersection, given theit scale (e.g., replacement ofthe overpass, conscruccion of cwo 
addicional lanes, etc.), and their expected cost (escimaced ac $390 million as per above), as such 
improvemencs would require numerous approvals, commicmencs and funding from ocher agencies co be 
successfully completed. The additional traffic generated by che project would constitute only a small 
portion of che expected cumulative impact to chis incerseccion, as described in che EIR. Specifically, che 
projecc would add less chan 50 cars to che subject interchange during peak hours ac build ouc, wich 
approximately 3 percent of crips chrough che interchange in the PM peak hour being generated by the 
proposed project. Moreover, che projecc's concribucion co ADT on boch che northbound and souchbound 
freeway segmencs surrounding che impacted incerseccion would be less chan 0.1 percent ac build out. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1 would require the applicant to concribuce funds at a race of $1,000.00 per crip 
impaccing the freeway, up co $350,000.00, for regional improvemencs at the I-5/Genesee Avenue 
intecseccion. Per Mitigacion Measure 5.5-2, rhe applicant also would continue to parcicipare in the 
current Transportation Demand Management ("TDM") Plan shuccle arrangemenc and, prior co che 
cercificate of occupancy on projecc building(s) thac would create new craffic, would decermine whether it 
will continue to participate in the current arrangement or begin to provide a private shuttle service for its 
employees between the project site and regional transit centers. In addition, the applicant will also pay 
approximately $2 million in Facilities Benefit Assessment ("FBA") fees in accordance wich City policies, a , 

portion of which would go towards funding planned improvements at the impacced incerseccion (i.e., 
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North University Cicy {"NUC"] FBA project NUC-24). Lastly, the phasing and timing ofthe project 
build out may be such chac a porcion of che applicanc's planned developmenc may noc be compleced uncil 
afcer all or a porcion ofthe improvements to the interchange have been implemented or ac least financially 
assured—as such, che full potential impact of the projecr on the interchange may noc be fully realized. 

The paymenc of fair-share fees cypically would render impacts from che projecc less than cumulacively 
considerable, and in accordance with Guidelines § 15130(aX3), would dleviate this cumulacive significanc 
impact. As noted above, however, the overall intersection improvements are not assured, even with che 
applicacion of che projecc's fair-share contribution, due co circumstances beyond the applicanc's concrol. 
Therefore, despite implemencacion of che above micigation measures, impaccs to nearby freeway ramps 
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would remain significant and noc mitigated. 

B. Infeasibility of Project Alternatives to Reduce or Avoid Significant Impacis 

In accordance with § 15126.6(a) of the Guidelines, an EIR must describe "a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location ofthe project, which would reasonably attain most ofthe 
basic objectives ofthe project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any ofthe significanc effects of che 
projecc," as well as "evaluace che comparative merles ofthe alcernacives." An EIR need noc consider every 
conceivable alcernative co che project. Racher, ie muse consider a reasonable range of pocencially feasible 
alcernacives thac will foster informed decision-making. 

Section 8.0 ofthe EIR for che Salk Inscicute Mascer Plan proiect examined six projecc alcernacives in cerms 
of cheir ability to meec che primary objeccives of che proposed projecc, and eliminate or furcher reduce ies 
significanc environmencal effeccs. As noced in che Preface co che Final EIR, the applicanc has chosen co 
modify che proposed projecc co eliminace che daycare facilicy and housing quarcers, which were boch 
considered ancillary uses to che overall sciencific research use. These alcernacives are scill appropriate 
under CEQA, despite changes to the proposed project (i.e., Refined Project Design), because they 
represent the range and configuration of uses that could be considered ancillary to che scientific research 
mission for the Inscicuce. In addicion, some of che alternatives are comparable in configuration to che 
Refined Projecc Design (i.e., no developmenc on che souch mesa). 

The following alcernacives were considered in derail in che EIR: (1) No Project/No Development 
Alternative, (2) Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layouc, (3) North Mesa Incensified 
Developmenc Alternacive, (4) Neighborhood Proposed Alternative, (5) Reduced Project Alternative, and 
(6) East Parking Lot Avoidance Alternacive. This range includes various degrees and nacures of 
developmenc in accordance wich § 15126.6(a) of che Guidelines. Each of chese alternatives is summarized 
below. Although the No Project Alternative would result in minimal environmental impacts, the State 
CEQA Guidelines require idencificacion of an alcernacive other chan che No Projecc Alcernacive as 
Environmencally Superior. Because ic would reduce che severity of significant and unmitigable traffic 
impaccs idencified for che proposed projecr relacive co che other project alternatives, the Reduced Project 
Alcernacive is considered co be che Environmencally Superior Alternacive. 

1. No Project/No Development Alternative 

The No Project Alternacive is the "circumstances under which the project does not proceed." This 
alternative would not achieve any ofthe basic objectives of che project, and would not dlow build out (i.e., 
co 500,000 sf) of che subjecc propercy ac che developmenc intensity assumed in che Universicy Communicy 
Plan. This alcernacive assumes chac che Salk Inscicuce Mascer Plan would not be adopted; the existing 
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permits would noc be amended; and che Site Development Permit, Coastal Developmenc Permic, Mascer ,—-
Planned Developmenc Permic, Vesring Tencacive Map, and Design Guidelines would not be issued. The 
existing surface parking lots would remain in their currenc conditions. No expansion of che sciencific 
research space would be implemenced; no new underground parking facilicies would be builc; and no 
supporc facilicies, such as dining facilicies, adminiscracive supporc uses, cemporary residential quarters or a 
daycare facility would be developed on sice. None of che exiscing biological resources in the wescern 
porcion of che site would be dedicated to che Cicy for inclusion in che MHPA. 

Potential Impacts: A summary of che environmencal impaccs of chis alcernacive as compared co che 
-proposed-projecc_(i.e.,_R£fined.Projecc_D_esign)_and_ocher. alcernacives is provided in Table P-4 of che 
Preface co che Final EIR, The No Projecc Alcernacive would avoid cercain significanc projecc-relaced 
impaccs co biological resources, hiscorical resources, cransporcacion/circulacion (direct impaccs), noise 
(conscruccion-relaced), and paleoncological resources. Although chis alcernacive would not produce 
additional traffic or parking demands, the Institute's existing craffic would concinue to contribuce co 
degraded condicions ac the intersections of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange; thus, cumulacively 
significanc craffic impaccs would still occur. Based on che discussion in Seccion 8.0 of the EIR, chis 
alcernative is rejected based on ies inability to achieve che basic projecc objectives and the face that it does 
not avoid or subscancially lessen cumulacive craffic impacts. 

Facts in Support of Findings: The No Project Alcernacive is rejected as infeasible because it would not 
meec che basic objeccives ofthe project, including allowing the Salk Institute: to implement the general 
scope ofthe Kahn-Salk vision for the property; to expand its existing on-site facilities in compiiance with 
the University Community Plan; to provide much needed sciencific research space in a collaboracive seccing; 
co cencralize supporc uses, co underground parking areas; co enhance views of che ocean and scenic coascal 
resources; co expand proceccion for environmencally sensicive areas on site through a MHPA dedication; 
and to provide landscape plans chac would enhance che exiscing landscape. Furchecmore, although this 
alternative would preserve exiscing views, ic would noc enhance chem since che parking lot would not be 
redeveloped and the existing light standards, surface parking loc and cemporary buildings would remain. 

2. Alternative Salk Communitv Center Building Layout 

Under chis alcernacive, the projecc would be conscrucced in a manner similar in scale and layout to the 
proposed project, wich che exception ofthe design and layout ofthe Salk Community Cencer Building. 
This alternative would implement the Salk Communicy Cencer Building in four separace sections, with 
two pairs of two internally connected buildings constructed in a northwest-to southeast-oriented row atop 
the proposed north underground parking garage, covering most ofthe north mesa and paralleling Torrey 
Pines Scenic Drive. Similar co che proposed project, che Alcernative Salk Community Center Building 
would house administrative space, dining facilities, meeting rooms and an audirorium, and would be used 
for dining and social gatherings by Insticuce employees. The rooflines of che Salk Community Cencer 
Building under chis alcernacive would descend from che eascernmosc to the westernmost seccion, rising no 
more than 30 feec above grade (thus avoiding che need for a deviation from the maximum structure 
heighc regulacions of the underlying residential zone, as required for che proposed projecc). A cwo-level 
parking scructure would be constructed beneath each pair ofthe Salk Communiry Cencer Building under 
chis alcernacive, wich pedesccian and vehicular access co the building and parking structures provided • 
through new pathways and via new driveways off Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. As with che proposed projecc, 
all parking would be accommodaced on sice under che Alternative Salk Community Center Building 
Layout. This alternative also would feature a smaller Torrey East Building thac would be constructed as \ ^ j 
two wings separaced by an incernal courcyard open on the ease and wesc elevacions; a slighdy larger and , 
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more eascerly located daycare facility; and a slightly more easterly located housing quarters, with a north-
south orientation rather than the proposed east-west oriencacion. This alcernacive would not allow the 
project applicant to construct che 476,000 sf of scientific research space requested in the application, 
because it does not account for the square footage lose by che demolicion of exiscing research space wichin 
temporary buildings on site (i.e., 29,000 sf). Therefore, the Salk Inscicuce would be 471,000 sf iri size 
upon adopcion and implementation of the Alternative Salk Communicy Cencer Building Layouc. 

Potential Impacts: A summary of the environmencal impacts of this alternacive as compared co the 
proposed project is provided in Table P-4, and analysis is provided in Preface to the Final EIR. Due co che 
conscruccion of multiple building sections (i.e., the Salk Communicy Cencer Building) chat would wall off 
views ofthe ocean and scenic coastal areas along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, resulting in inconsistency with 
SDMC implementing regulations for projects in the Coastal Overlay Zone and land use policy protecting 
visual resources, this alternacive would creace pocencially significanc and unmitigable project impacts to 
visual qualicy/neighbor hood characcer chat would not exist for the proposed project. In contrast to the 
proposed project, direct impacts to biological resources caused by this alternacive would be greater than in 
terms of acreage and would be considered significant due to che sensicivicy of che habicac impacted. 
Indirecc impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Direct and indirect impaccs to biological 
resources would, however, be mitigable under this alternative. Impacts to land use, historical resources, 
traffic/circulation, air qualicy, noise, hydrology/wacer qualicy, geology and paleoncology would be similar 
ro chose ancicipaced for che proposed projecc. 

Facts in Support of Findings: /dthough che /dternative Salk Community Center Building Layouc 
would be consiscenc wich many of che basic objeccives of the proposed project, it would incorporate che 
daycare and housing uses that would cause additional impacts to biological resources, worsen construction 
noise impaccs and eliminace and noc enhance che public view corridor across che norch mesa co che ocean 
and scenic coascal resources nearby, creacing new significanc and unmitigable projecc impaccs co visual 
q ual icy/neighborhood characcer due co non-compliance wich land use policies and SDMC implemenring 
regulations chac would not be expected under the proposed projecc. Addicionally, ic would noc reduce or 
avoid significanc and unmicigable projecc and cumulative impacts to traffic/circulation at che incerseccions 
of che I-5/Genesee Avenue incerchange chac would occur under che proposed projecc. Moreover, chis 
alcernacive would reduce employment opporcunicies for highly crained workers by reducing building area 
by 5,000 sf space, rendering ic potentially infeasible as discussed in § 15091(aX3) ofthe Guidelines. 

3. North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative 

This dtemarive would modify the foocprinc and design of che proposed projecc and eliminace developmenc 
on che souch mesa by shifting che proposed daycare facilicy and cemporary housing quarcers to a location 
atop che proposed underground parking scructure on the north mesa. Under the Refined Project Design, 
the North Mesa Inrensified Development Alternative would result in 24,000 sf more building area than 
the proposed project. By eliminating development on che south mesa, chis alternative would minimize 
total direcc project impacts on sensitive biological (upland) habitats similar to the proposed project. 

No changes in che locacion of che Salk Communicy Center Building or che associated parking scruccure 
would occur ro accommodace che shifted uses of chis alcernative, although che addicion of a partial fourch 
underground parking level and upgrading of che parking scructure itself co accommodace the structural 
loads of the proposed buildings would be necessary under this alternacive. Addicionally, utilities for rhe 

. daycare facilicy and housing quarcers would have co be branched across che underground parking 
scruccure, which would require deeper floor heighes and excavations chan originally proposed. The Torrey 
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Ease Building, norch lawn core facilicy and greenhouses would be conscrucced in che same locacions and as 
described for the proposed project. This alternative would allow for che maximum build out of 500,000 
sf, and would require Cicy approval of all the same permits as the proposed project. Similar co che 
proposed projecc, che MHPA boundary Une adjustment would not extend across the south mesa since it 
would remain undeveloped under the North Mesa Intensified Developmenc Alcernacive. The exiscing 
pavemenc area on che north mesa would be removed under this alternative, and a portion of ic would be 
reconcoured and revegecaced wich nacive species similar to the proposed project. 

In addition to design concerns surrounding che North Mesa Intensified Developmenc Alcernacive 
discussed in Seccion 8.0, Alcernacives, of che EIR (including daycare facilicy issues relaced to 
safe ty/s ecu city, air quality, noise and reduced square footage of play yard and^nvironmental'eHucatioTT 
space), developmenc of che daycare facility and housing on the roof-cop of che parking scruccure would 
eliminace the park-like landscaped open space envisioned for the view corridor on the north mesa that 
would be preserved and enhanced by che proposed project. Furthermore, the alternative housing would 
noc be separaced from che sciencific research uses on campus nor incegraced wich che nacural landscape, 
che landscape buffer around the units would be subscancially smaller chan required by che SDMC, and no 
accessible pachways or cree buffers would be provided amongsc che units. Surface parking adjacent to the 
proposed housing quarcers would also be shifted to che underground parking scruccure. Similar co che 
daycare facilicy, che unics would be exposed co 24-hour parking garage effeccs and a conscanc flow of 
pedescrian craffic between che Salk Community Center Building and che sciencific buildings on campus. 
In conjunccion wich chese pocencial effeccs, any future developmenc along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive by 
UCSD couid result in increased traffic, lighting and pedestrian activity in the vicinity, fiirther degrading 
the quality, aesthetics and privacy of the housing quarters and potentially diminishing their apped to 
visiting and new scientists. 

With regard to the objectives ofthe Refined Project Design, the North Mesa Intensified Development 
Alternative would noc be consiscent wich che scope and general incenc ofthe planning and architectural 
rheme envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the north mesa, would 
eliminace the public view corridor across che north mesa and would not enhance exiscing landscape and 
strucrures. 

Potential Impacts: A summary of the environmental impacts of this alternative as compared to the 
Projecc is provided in Table P-4, and analysis is provided in Preface co che Final EIR. The Norch Mesa 
Intensified Development Alternative would create a new significant and unmitigable projecc impacc co 
visual quality/neighborhood character and would not avoid any of the significant project impacts 
identified in che EIR (including che significanc and unmitigable direct and cumulative impacc idencified 
for craffic/circulacion), and would noc achieve many of the basic projecc objectives. 

The North Mesa Incensified Developmenc Alternative would result in a new and significant unmitigable 
project impact to visual quality/neighborhood character related to non-compliance with land use policies 
and SDMC implementing regulations protecting views ofthe ocean and scenic coastal areas from public 
roadways for projects in che Coascal Overlay Zone. Although chis alternacive would have similar direct 
project impaccs co biological resources (upland habicac) as che proposed projecc, significanc indirecc 
impaccs on che MHPA would scill occur due to land use adjacency issues related to'lighting and 
landscaping, while no increased protection of sensitive upland habitat on the south mesa or vernal pools 
on the norch mesa would occur. Indirect biological impaccs would be micigable under chis alternative as 
for the proposed projecc. Impaccs in che areas of land use, craffic/circulacion (significanc and unmitigable), 
air qualicy, hydrology/wacer qualicy, and geology would remain che same as or slightly less chan 
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anticipated with the proposed project. Pocencially significanc impaccs on adjacenc residences from 
cemporary construction noise would be che same as expecced for che proposed projecc, including 
cemporary conscruccion noise impaccs from implementing Torrey Ease Building and che greenhouses 
would scill be expecced. Significanc impaccs co historical resources caused by changes in spatial 
relationships would be far greater than under the proposed project, due to the much greater development 
intensity on the north and east mesas and the resultant lack of a sufficient buffer between the original 
laboracory buildings (i.e., existing historic architecture) and the new developmenc. Pocencially significanc 
impacts to unknown (buried) hiscoric and prehiscoric archaeological resources wouid be che same as the 
proposed projecc. Significant impacts to paleontological resources could be worsened due to che increased 
excavacion inco formacional macerials caused by che addicional parking garage level required by chis 

\ alcernacive. In concrasc co che proposed project, the potential would exist for sensitive land uses (i.e., 
daycare facility and housing) co be exposed to indirect or secondary environmental impaccs caused by cheir 
proximicy co che proposed parking garage and che exiscing scientific research facilities and public roadway. 

Facts in Support of Findings: The North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative is rejected as 
infeasible because it would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the north mesa; would not 
produce a project that enhances the exiscing landscape and scruccures; and would eliminate the public 
view corridor along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive that is preserved and enhanced by the proposed projecc. 
The amount of view blockage under this alternative would be substantial compared to the proposed 
project, and the failure of this alcernacive co meec che key projecc objective relaced co preservacion and 
enhancemenc of views also concribuces co che addicion of che new significanc and unmicigable impact to 
visual quality/neighborhood characcer chac would noc exist for che proposed projecc. In addition, chis 
alcernative would require che Inscicuce to expend subscancially more funds sooner in their development 
phases chan currently ancicipaced since che underground parking garage would be larger chan under the 
proposed projecc and would have co be conscrucced in association wich che daycare facilicy and housing 
quarcers. Finally, chis alternative would creace a new significanc and unmitigable project impact 
(described above); would not avoid any ofthe significant project impaccs; and would noc achieve many of 
the basic project objectives, as it would not be compacible wich applicable policies of che SDMC Coascal 
Overlay Zone regulations, would not implement Kahn's vision for che sice and would noc preserve and 
enhance views of che ocean and scenic coascal resources. 

4. Neighborhood Proposed Alternative 

Under chis alternative, che projecc applicant wouid conscrucc the alcernacive design scheme (sice plan) 
requesced by the residential neighbors to che souch of the project site during the EIR scoping process. 
Like the North Mesa Incensified Developmenc Alternative, this alternative would subscancially modify che 
arrangement of uses on che norch mesa. It would eliminate all developmenc on the souch mesa and shift 
developmenc co che parking loc on the north mesa away from areas visible co che privace residences to the 
souch; ic would also avoid perceived effeccs on land use compacibilicy with the neighbors and sensitive 
habicac on che souch mesa. With no development constructed on the south mesa, the proposed daycare 
facilicy and cemporary housing quarters would be shifted to the western end of the north mesa, and 
approximately 40,000 sf of the proposed Salk Community Cencer Building would be eliminaced co make 
room for che uses shifted to the notch mesa. This alternacive would thus reduce the amount of support 
uses and inccease slighdy che amounc of scientific research uses developed on sire, resulcing in 
approximacely 10,000 sf less building area chan the proposed project and a maximum build out of 
465,000 sf. The north mesa also would be the site of a two-story environmental garden (atop the 
underground parking scruccure) and promenade (souch of che Salk Communicy Cencer Building) under 
chis alcernacive. 
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As compared co che North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative and che proposed projecc, chis , 
alternative would reduce che height (to cwo scories racher than three) and overall size of the Salk 
Community Center Building and shift ic co a higher elevacion on che ease end of che parking lot. The 
Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would also place the (formerly proposed) daycare facilicy and housing 
on che wesc end ofthe exiscing north parking loc, ac a lower elevacion than the proposed Salk Community 
Cencer Building and spread ouc over a greacer horizoncal area than under the proposed project. The 
housing quarcers, posicioned between che parking garage and che single-story daycare faciliry, would be 
reduced in height co single-scory scruccures under che Neighborhood Proposed Alternacive. O n the east 
mesa of che campus, chis alcernacive would increase che size of the proposed Torrey East Building by 

-6,000-sf.more-Chan.che.proposed,projecc,_chereby_eliminacing_the transparent central, atrium that would 
allow a visual connection between che hiscoric courryard and che public roadway, and locacing che 
building immediacely adjacenc to Torrey Pines Road, chus removing the landscape buffer along the 
building's eastern elevacion. As wich che proposed project, rhe Torrey East Building would be two-stories 
high and sited above che proposed underground parking scructure, which would accommodate more 
spaces than the proposed project east parking structure. 

Potential Impacts: The 34,000-sf reduction in space that would occur under this alcernacive would noc 
allow the Insticuce to reach it proposed 476,000-sf capacity. The resultant reduction in size ofthe Salk 
Community Center Building would result in fewer employmenc opportunities for highly trained workers, 
chus making ic pocencially infeasible as described in Guidelines § 15091(a)(3). The Neighborhood 
Proposed Alcernacive would creace a new significanc and unmicigable project impact to visual 
quality/neighborhood character that would not exist for che proposed project, through the siting and 
massing of multiple buildings thac would wall off views of che ocean and scenic coascal areas along Torrey 
Pines Scenic Drive, causing an inconsiscency wich mulciple land use policies and Coascal Overlay Zone 
implemenring regulations in che SDMC pertaining to the protection of visual resources. Direct and 
indirect impacts to biological resources on che souch mesa would be che same as the proposed project. All 
of che exiscing pavemenc area in che parking loc would be developed under chis alcernacive and none of che 
parking loc area would be revegecaced with nacive species for use as a drainage swale and buffer co che 
MHPA and vernal pools (as ic would be wich che proposed project). As compared to the proposed project, 
therefore, this alternative would cause additional direcc impaccs due co Zone 1 brush management 
impaccs to vernal pool habitat and a gnatcatcher territory on che norch mesa. The amount of habitat 
shifted inco che MHPA would be similar to thac of che proposed projecc, due co che exclusion of any souch 
mesa habicat. This aitecnacive also would resulc in indirecc impaccs co vernal pools, as ic would noc 
increase che buffer distance becween exiscing developmenc on che norch mesa and vernal pools co the 
norchwesc. Indirecc impaccs co breeding gnarcacchers and rapcors would be similar to che proposed 
projecc. 

Direct and cumulacive craffic/circulacion impaccs would be slightly less chan the proposed project, buc scill 
significanc and unmitigable at che incerseccions of che I-5/Genesee Avenue incerchange. Temporary 
consrruccion noise impaccs would be relocated from nearby residences co the proposed daycare and 
housing facilicies, and would be worse under chis alcernative chan che proposed project. Impaccs co air 
qualicy, hydrology/wacer qualicy, geology and paleoncology would be similar co or slighdy less than chose 
ancicipaced for che proposed projecc. In concrasc, che impacc of chis alcernacive on some hiscoric resources 
(i.e., spacial associacions on the east mesa) would be greacer chan that ofthe proposed project due ro the 
intensification of developmenc on che norch and east mesas. The placement of most of che developmenc 
on che notch mesa would have a greacer impacc upon on-sice spacial relationships, relacive co the proposed 
projecc, due to its inconsistency with che Secrecary of che Incerior's Rehabilitacion Scandard indicating that v^^1 

alf new construcrion should be distanced and differentiated from the existing historic resources via 
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sufficient observance of a buffer around the existing historic archirecture (i.e., the original laboratory 
buildings). Potentially significant impacts to historic and unknown (buried) prehistoric archaeological 
resources would be slightly less than the proposed project. This alternative would potentially create a land 
use conflict since sensitive land uses (i.e., daycare facUity and housing) would be exposed to indirect or 
secondary environmental impacts caused by their proximity to the parking garage, public roadway and 
scienrific research facilities. 

Facts in Support of Findings: With regard to che objectives of che proposed project, the Neighborhood 
Proposed Alternative would not be consistent with che scope and general incenc of che planning and 
archicectural theme envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the north 
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mesa, would eliminate the public view corridor across the north mesa and would not enhance existing 
landscape.and scruccures. This alcernacive would creace a new significanc and unmicigable visual qualicy 
impact, would noc avoid che significanc and unmicigable traffic impacts and would not achieve many of 
che basic project objectives (as noted above). Therefore, the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative is 
rejected. 

5. Reduced Proiect Alternative 

The Reduced Projecc Alcernacive would involve scaling back the proposed projecc co a developmenc level 
chac would reduce direcc projecc craffic impaccs co less chan significanc levels. The projecc craffic engineer 
was consulced co define che amounc of sciencific research space chat che Inscicute could construct wichout 
causin0 a 2.0 second or more delay ac the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange (i.e. incerseccions and ramps). 
Based on Cicy significance thresholds and the Traffic Impact Study Manual, the project traffic engineer 

calculated that a maximum generation of approximately 320 ADT would substantially reduce peak hour 
trips co below significance chresholds for che affecced incerseccions, such chac significanc direcc craffic 
impaccs wouid be avoided. Based on chac inpuc, ic was decermined chat the project applicanc would be 
rescricted to constructing a maximum of 40,000 sf of new scientific research building(s) under che 
Reduced Project Alcernacive, instead of che 215,200 sf contained in the proposed projecc. Adopcion of che 
Reduced Projecc Alternative would, thus, limit the developed space on campus to a tocal of approximately 
300,000 sf (including existing space). This alternative would scill allow che Institute to demolish and 
reconstruct replacement space for the 29,000 sf of existing temporary buildings. The Reduced Projecc 
Alcernacive would subscancially reduce che parking requirements of che proposed projecc (by 
approximately 500 spaces), eliminating che need for one ofthe underground parking garages originally 
proposed. 

The proposed daycare facility, north lawn core faciliry, maintenance shops/shared equipment area and 
greenhouses could be constructed under che Reduced Project Alternacive since chose uses would not 
generace new off-campus vehicle crips as described in che EIR (see page 5.5-8 of che EIR and Table 2-1 of 
Appendix D, Transporcacion Analysis). These allowable facUities would be constructed in the same 
locations they were originally proposed in. For the purposes ofthis analysis, it is assumed chat che new 
scientific research buiJding(s) would be constructed on eicher che ease or north parking lots. The 
temporary housing quarters and Salk Communicy Cencer Building would not be constructed as part of 
this alternative. 

Adoption ofthis alternative would require City of San Diego approval of amendments to existing permits, 
a Master Planned Development Permit, a Site Development Permit/Coastal Development Permit and 
Vesting Tencacive Map. The project applicant would likely propose a MHPA boundary line adjuscmenc, 
co compensate for impaccs co biological resources caused by che daycare facilicy, buc ic would be larger 

15 



000252 

chan che proposed projecc and would noc involve any removal of MHPA. No building heighc deviacion 
would be required for chis alternative. 

Potential Impacts: The Reduced Project Alcernacive would not avoid potentially significanc projecc 
. impaccs co hiscorical resources, including known hiscoric and unknown (buried) prehiscoric archaeological 
resources. Ic would, however, allow che Inscicuce che opcion co avoid discurbing known historic resources 
in the east parking lot.associated with spatial relationships and historically significant landscaping, if the 
scientific research building(s) was to be constructed instead on che locacion ofthe existing north parking 
lot. Traffic/circulation levels would be subscancially less chan the proposed projecc and significanc and 
•unmicig able, direct-projecc. imp acts ac.che.L 5/Genesee freeway interchange would be avoided. Even with 
payment ofthe applicant's fair-share fees, however, cumulative traffic impaccs would remain significanc 
and unmitigable due to che overall degraded condition of the interchange and the scale of required 
improvements, which is beyond the scope of the fair-share contribution and proposed mitigation 
requirements of a single project. Impaccs to biological resources would be more chan the proposed project 
because habitat disturbance from the proposed daycare facility would occur there. Zone 1 brush 
management on che norch mesa would be minimized by che Reduced Projecc Alcernative, since new 
conscruccion on che norch mesa would be subscancially smaller in size and may require less fuel 
modificacion in nacive habicac. Pocencially significanc and micigable indirecc impaccs co habicac and species 
in che MHPA would be slighdy greacer co chac of che proposed projecc due co che daycare facilicy. 
Impaccs co visual qualicy/neighborhood characrer, air quality, noise, hydrology/wacer qualicy, geology and 
paleoncological resources would be similar co or less chan those ancicipaced for che proposed project. 

Facts in Support of Findings: Although the Reduced Project Alternacive would be consistent with che 
planning and architectural theme envisioned for the site, would allow for the removal of temporary 
buildings, and would substantially avoid significanc direct traffic impaccs ofthe proposed project, it would 
noc accomplish che basic projecc objeccives of maximizing scace of che arc sciencific research space and 
providing centralized facilities for che Inscicuce. Furcher, it would not enhance or expand environmencal 
proceccion of sensicive resources on sice as much as the proposed project. Therefore, the Reduced Project 
Alcernative is rejected. 

6. East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative 

The East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternacive would involve conscrucring similar uses as che 
proposed projecc, buc scaled back co eliminace significanc impaccs co hiscorical resources chat would occur 
if the proposed Torrey East scientific research (laboratory)/reception building and the underground 
parking scrucrure beneach che Torrey Ease Building are builc. Racher chan conscrucc che proposed Torrey 
East Building and two-level underground parking garage on the site ofthe existing east parking lot, the 
exiscing surface parking lot and landscaping (and associaced hiscorical resources) would be left intact, the 
existing ucilities near chat corner of the site would be preserved in place under rhis alternative, and the 
sewer and water connections proposed to serve che Torrey Ease Building would noc be conscrucced. Ocher 
chan chese identified changes, this alternative wouid constmct the daycare facilicy and housing that were 
eliminated from che proposed project. Adoption ofthis alternative would eliminate 94,300 sf of scientific 
research space from the site. 

Adoption ofthe Ease Parking Lot Impacc Avoidance Alcernacive would require Cicy of San Diego approval 
of amendmencs co exiscing permics, a Mascer Planned Developmenc Permic, a Sice Developmenc 
Permic/Coascal Developmenc Permit and Vescing Tencacive Map. The projecc applicanc would also be 
required co obcain approval of an MHPA boundary adjuscmenc. Avoidance of impaccs co hiscoric 
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landscaping and spatial associations would result in chis alcernacive being consiscenc wich the Secrecary of 
Incerior's Srandards for Rehabilitation of Historic Properties. 

Potential Impacts: The Ease Parking Loc Impacc Avoidance Alternative would allow the Institute to 
avoid disturbing known hiscorical resources (i.e., landscaping and spacial relacionships) in che ease parking 
loc; thus impaccs co hiscorical resources would be less chan che proposed projecc. Potentially significant 
impaccs co known hiscoric and unknown (buried) prehiscoric archaeological resources would remain, 
however, as such resources could occur on che ocher porcions of che campus slaced for developmenc (i.e., 
che norch and south mesa). The reduction in development under this alternative would only occur in the 
developed portion of the campus; as such, impacts to biological resources would be greater than the 
proposed project because more habitat would be impacted on the south mesa than under the proposed 
project. The potencial for impacts to raptors would be lower under this alternative, however, due co che 
removal of fewer crees chan under che proposed projecc. Pocencially significanc indirect impaccs to habitat 
and species in the MHPA would be slightly greater than that ofthe proposed project due to constmction 
on the south mesa. Impacts co archaeological resources, air qualicy, noise, hydrology/wacer qualicy, 
geology and paleoncological resources would be similar co or less chan chose anticipated for the proposed 
project. 

This alternative would generate less ADT than the proposed project, with a concurrent reduction in peak 
hour crips. This trip reduction would reduce impaccs co che I-5/Genesee Avenue incerchanges 
(intersections and ramps) during Build ouc conditions, but direct project and cumulacive impaccs would 
remain signiiicant anu unmitigai-'iC since uCiay Cuangcs associatcu witu tnis alternative WOLUU i_ie greater 
than 2.0 seconds, the City's significance threshold for intersections. The demand for on-site parking, 
would also be reduced by this alternative due to the elimination of che Torrey East Building. A portion of 
the remaining parking demand would be accommodated on sice through conscruccion of an underground 
parking garage adjacenc co the proposed Salk Communicy Center Building. However, the second 
proposed parking garage, a 480-space, two-level underground garage planned for the location beneach che 
exiscing ease parking loc, would be eliminaced under this alternacive. While the existing surface east 
patking lot would remain in use on site, without che addicion of the 480-space Torrey East Building 
parking garage, che surface loc and proposed norchern parking garage would noc sacisfy che parking 
requiremencs for chis alcernative and a new significant impact to parking supply would occur that would 
not be expecced for che proposed projecc. Impaccs co beach or campus parking could arise due co che 
parking shorcfall for chis alcernacive, as che Insticuce would need co use streec parking to compensate for 
the shorcfall. 

Facts in Support of Findings: The Ease Parking Loc Impacc Avoidance Alcernacive would be consiscenc 
wich che scope, planning and archiceccural eheme envisioned for che sice buc would noc accomplish che 
basic objeccives of che proposed projecc including developing new sciencific research space, providing 
cenrraiized facilities for the Institute, providing centralized facilities, satisfying the parking needs ofthe 
site, and allowing for the removal of all temporary buildings on the propercy. Eliminating che sciencific 
tesearch space inside the proposed Torrey East Building would substantially reduce che Inscitute's ability 
co actract talented researchers and research funding. Finally, due to the fact that scientific research space 
and parking associated with the Torrey Ease Building would noc be conscrucced under che East Parking 
Loc Impact Avoidance Alternative, chis alternacive would noc allow che campus to fully realize its 
expansion goals and it would not provide sufficient parking to service the remaining planned developmenr 
on campus. Therefore, rhe Ease Parking Loc Impacc Avoidance Alcernacive is rejecced. 

17 



000254 

7. Alternative Considered but Rejected bv the EIR: Alternative Location 

In accotdance with Guidelines §15126.6(a), off-sice alternatives were considered. Off-site alternatives 
should be considered only if development of another sice is feasible and would reduce or avoid che 
significant impaccs of che proposed projecc, as staced in §15126.6(f)(2). Faccors chac need co be considered 
when addressing che feasibility of an off-sice alcernacive include che abilicy of che location co meet the basic 
objectives ofthe project; the size ofthe site; its locacion; jurisdiccional boundaries; ownership of che sice; 
consiscency wich the General Plan (or other applicable planning document), including land use 
designation; and availability of infrastructure. Development of laboratory space, support uses and 

_ad d i tio nal, par king facilities at an off-site location that is approximacely 11 acres in size would noc be a 
reasonable alcernacive co che proposed projecc because ic would noc achieve mosc of che basic project 
objectives, many of which require new facilicies co be locaced on sice. Specifically, an alcernacive locacion 
would noc allow che new facilicies to be immediately accessible from the exiscing buildings, chus 
preventing opporcunicies for sciencific collaboracion and causing decreased efficiency for Institute 
researchers, and would not satisfy the space needs ofthe exiscing facilicy. 

An alternacive locacion would require che Inscitute (anon-profit organizacion) co acquire new land or lease 
more off-campus space ar currenc marker races—space which would not likely be located in che vicinity of 
the existing Salk and UCSD campuses due to real escace values in che area. The non-profit Institute does 
not own any other land in the projecc area and would noc have che capital co purchase propercy elsewhere 
ae currenc marker rates. Although vacancy races for research space in the area are currently somewhat 
higher chan in che recenc past, chis sicuacion is unlikely co continue in the long-term given the desirability 
of che area by research encicies (e.g., proximity to UCSD researchers). In addition, che collaboracive 
nacure of che Insricuce's work is enhanced by ies proximity co UCSD, and che work of Institute researchers 
would be compromised and less efficient if they were located at several different locations. 

The University Community Plan designates several properties in the project area for sciencific research use, 
alchough all parcels of sufficienc size co accommodace che Insricuce's proposed uses have already been 
developed by other entities. In addition, any sites chac may be available in che vicinity ofthe original 
laboratory building would present similar challenges and environmental constraincs, and would noc prove 
environmencally superior. For these reasons, an Alternative Location is rejected as infeasible in the Final 
EIR. 

VII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE 
§2i081(b) AND GUIDELINES § 15093) 

Public Resources Code §21081(b) and Guidelines § 15093 prohibit approval ofa project wich significanc, 
unmicigable adverse impaccs resulting from infeasible micigacion measures or alcernatives unless che 
agency finds chac specific overriding economic, legal, social, cechnological, or other benefits of che project 
outweigh the significant effects on the environment. The,Salk Inscicuce Mascer Plan projecc could have 
significanc, unmitigable, adverse impacts to the freeway intersection at I-5/Genesee Avenue, as described 
above. However, che Cicy Council finds chac chose impacts are outweighed by the following specific 
overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of che projecc. 

The Cicy Council, having considered all of che foregoing, finds that the following specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, rechnological, or ocher benefics of che projecc outweigh the aforesaid significant, 
unmicigable traffic effeccs on che environment. The Cicy Council expressly finds chac che following 
benefics would be sufficienc co reach chis conclusion: 
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1. Expansion of che world-renowned Salk Inscicuce for Biological Studies in 
accordance with the Master Plan wUl provide significant "employment 
opporcunicies for highly-trained workers" as contemplated by § 15091(a)C3) of 
che Scace CEQA Guidelines. The project will create approximacely 165 new 
long-rerm employmenc posicions for che local job marker, in addicion to'the 
approximately 870 existing research staff and 230 administrative personnel thac 
already are employed by che Salk Inscicuce. The new employmenc opporcunicies 
would be available for'highly trained scientists and other research staff, some of 
whom could join the ranks ofthe five Salk Institute-trained Nobel Prize winners, 
or che four Nobel Laureaces currendy in residence as Salk faculry, as well as for 
adminiscracive and supporc scaff. 

2. The projecc wUl help che Salk Inscicure concinue co accracc high-caliber faculty 
and scaff, chus recaining ies posicion as one of che four major biological academic 
inscicucions in San Diego, alongside UCSD, Scripps Research Inscicuce and 
Burnham Inscicuce. (The projecc is especially cricical in the wake of decisions by 
some of these three premier life science institutions to move their expansions from 
the Torrey Pines Mesa co ocher regions oucside che Cicy of San Diego, due co che 
Cicy's limiced supply of economically available land.) 

3. Expansion of che world-renowned Salk Insritute for Biological Studies in 
accordance wich the Master Plan will also hsir, San Dic-o maintain its •"'osition as 
the third largest life-science hub in the world, behind only Boston and the San 
Francisco Bay area, and to enhance its place in the world's life science community 
in general. 

4. The projecr will contribute to and enhance the Salk Institute's economic impact 
on San Diego's regional economy, an impact that currently comprises over $300 
million in direct, indirect and induced annual output, according co che San Diego 
Associacion of Governmencs ("SANDAG"). SANDAG scudies conducced in 
2005 showed che Salk Inscicuce co generare approximacely $200 million in 
economic oucpuc (including $112 mfilion of direcc economic oucpuc from Salk's 
operations and an addicional $85 million of direct and induced economic output 
in che region), with an additional $110 million in ocher regiond economic 
impaccs from rax revenue generaced, wages and salaries creaced at Salk and 
elsewhere, and capital expenditures. Such strong economic output, which is 
expected co grow significandy in conneccion wich che expansion of che existing 
facilicy, renders che Salk Inscicute and its $100 million-plus annual operating 
budget an increasingly strong catalyse for San Diego's thriving life science and 
biotechnology industry. 

5. The project will enable a growing number of Salk researchers to continue in Jonas 
Salk's footsteps by expanding their aggressive quests to treat and cure a range of 
debilitating diseases and human conditions. For instance, the Institute's Cancer 
Center is one of only eight National Cancer Institute-designated basic research 
centers in the Unired Scaces, and it comprises approximately half of che research 
ac the Salk- Institute. Work done in the other Salk laboratories includes 
invescigations into possible therapies and creacmencs for aucism, Adzheimer's and 
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aging, birch defeccs, diabeces, gene therapy, HIV/AIDS, plane biology, vision, 
and Williams Syndrome. All ofthis work will be significandy advanced by che 
proposed project, co che subscancial benefit of the San Diego region and of 
humankind in general. 

6. Recently, a $2.3 million-share ofa grant for stem cell research facilicies was 
awarded co che Salk Inscicuce. This significant grant award will supporc che 
development of shared Jaborarory space (i.e., che proposed north lawn core 
facility), as well as provide funding for equipmenc and operacing expenses. As 
chere is currently a very limiced amounc of space left within the existing scientific 
research buildings on che campus, however, che Inscitute will not be able co apply 
for furcher grants to conscrucc new seem cell (or other research) facilicies if che 
projecr is noc approved. 

7. The projecc will allow che Inscicute to continue and expand ies communicy 
outreach programs that fulfliJ Jonas Salk's vision of providing opporcunicies for 
local middle school, high school and college scudencs co experience life in a 
sciencific laboracory, and explore che possibility of a career in science. These 
programs include rhe Inscitute's joint graduate program wich UCSD, Salk Mobile 
Science Laboratory, High School Science Day and the 8-week Summer Program. 
These programs also provide teachers che opportunity to bring back research 
projects co cheir classrooms for even broader student exposure. 

8. The projecc will benefit che local biologicaJ and coascal communities by 
enhancing che vernal pools on sice chrough che removal of exocic vegetacion, 
inscallation ofa vegecaced swale co creat runoff encering rhe pools, more chan 
doubling che size of che currenc buffer between development on the Salk campus 
and the nearesc vernal pool, adding incerprecive signage adjacent to che vernal 
pool and monicoring che vernal pools under a Habitat Management Plan (HMP). 
An addicion of approximacely 1.3 acres co che Cicy's MHPA will occur as a result 

of che projecc, resulting in a nee increase in procecced acreage wichin the sensitive 
coascal habitacs on sice. The project's Exotic Vegetacion Removal Pian (EVRP) 
will be implemented to eradicate four aggressive, highly invasive species 
occurring on site that currently encroach into the exiscing MHPA. The HMP 
prepared for che projecc includes an endowmenc for Jong-term maintenance and 
will pick up where che EVRP Jeaves off to ensure invasive species and crash are 
permanently kept out ofthe MHPA on sice. The projecc will improve the qualicy 
of water Jeaving che sice chrough che eliminacion of mosc of ies exiscing surface 
paridng areas, creacmenc and filcrarion of aU runoff prior co ies exicing the site (no 
such filtration currendy exists), and maincain che exiscing scorm wacer flows even 
at post-deveJopmenc chrough new infiJcracion opporcunicies and addicionaJ energy 
dissipating devices. 

9. The projecc's site design incorporaces oucdoor spaces and allows users to cake in 
views of nacural coascal scenery and architectural mastery of the historic 
laboratory buiJding. The projecc will encourage the continued use of the SaJk 
campus as an educational resource and confirm ies role as a source ofpubJic pride, 
renowned architeccuraJ Jandmark, and inspiring work and scudy environment. 
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/ • 10. The proximicy of che campus co UCSD wirh which ic shares facilicies and has joinc 
research programs, combined wich opporcunicies for collaboracion wich che 
nearby Scripps and Burnham inscicutes and other links co che San Diego 
biotechnology community, are already significant draw factors for prospective 
scientific faculty. The project will provide the Institute a needed competitive 
edge in its ongoing drive to attract and retain che world's mosc sought-after life 
scienciscs. 

11. The Salk Inscicuce will concinue co implemenc a Transportation Demand 
-j __. Management (TDM) Plan, which provides shuccle service for employees becween 

its facility and regional transit centers, free bikes between the Salk and UCSD 
campuses, subsidized public transportation and information on public transit 
options in and around the project site. The projecc will concribuce approximacely 
$2 million (based on fiscal year 2007 Facilicies Benefic Assessmenc fFBA} rates 
which will escalate over the build out of the projecc) to che Universicy 
Communicy's FBA over che build ouc of che Mascer Plan co fund regional.and 
local ccansporcacion improvements and other communicy amenities. 

12. The project design respects the historical integrity and sensitivity ofthe existing 
architeccure and site layout, not only through the physical preservacion of the 
existing original laboratory buildings and construcrion of new facilities that are 
compatible with and sensitive to the design of the originai buildings, but also 
through the implementation of an overall developmenc plan chac is generally in 

. accordance wich che cri-parcice design scheme developed as archicece Louis Kahn's 
vision for che Inscicuce propercy in the early 1960s. 

13. The project will promote the Cicy's efforts to encourage sustainable development 
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by implemenring suscainabilicy goals relaced 
co habicac, wacer qualicy and lighc/energy usage. The suscainabilicy measures 
incorporaced inco che design include incorporacion of outdoor garden terraces and 
green roofs to minimize impervious surfaces on site; the use of non-invasive plants 
and seed mixes in che projecc landscaping and preservation of some existing 
vegetation co reduce irrigacion needs, erosion potential and pesticide usage on 
site; che use of numerous lighc wells co deliver nacucal lighc eo lower levels of 
scruccures; che incegracion of operable windows inco buildings co provide natural 
light and ventilation to interior spaces and che use of insulaced glass co reduce 
hearing of incerior spaces. In addition, all outdoor lighting will comply wich 
California's Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards and a reduction in outdoor light 
pollution would occur through the removal of existing overhead light standards 
and shielding of new lighting from che sky and adjacenc MHPA. 

16. The project design and components will be in conformance with the applicable 
goals and policies of the City's Progress Guide and General Plan, University 
Community Plan and the North City Local Coastal Program! Land Use Plan^ and will 
comply wich che developmenc incensicy planned for che projecc site in' the 
University Community Plan. The project also will be consiscenc wich ocher 

1̂  ; applicable land use plans, including che MSCP, and SDMC zoning and 
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regulacions pereaining co Environmencally Sensicive Lands ("ESL") and proceccion 
of visual resources wichin che Coastal Overlay Zone. 

17. With an escimaced tocal conscrucrion cose of $250 - $275 million (in year 2008 
dollars), the projecc—as ic builds ouc—will benefic che local economy and 
individuals employed in conscruccion and relaced induscries, chrough che 
provision of increased employmenc opporcunicies in che City. 

18. The project will pay the mandatory school impacc fees co che local school discricc 
(i.e., San Diego Unified School Discricc), alchough ic would not^directly^generace 
scudencs. The projecc will, however, indirecciy generace scudencs chrough che 
creacion of new permanent employment positions ac che Inscicute, which could 
resulc in a minimal number of school age children of new employees being 
broughc inco che school district. 

19. The project will increase che tax base in the City through the provision of 
approximacely 165 new permanenc employmenc opporcunicies for highly crained 
workers, adminiscracive and supporc staff ac the Salk Inscicuce. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Cicy of San Diego concludes thac che proposed Salk Inscicute Mascer Plan 
projecc will resulc in numerous public benefics beyond chose required ro micigace projecc impaccs, each of 
which individually is sufficient co oucweigh che unavoidable environmental impaccs of che proposed 
project. Therefore, the Cicy of San Diego has adopted this Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

IX. ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

Various documents and other materials constitute the record of proceedings upon which the Cicy bases its 
Findings and decisions concained hecein. Mosc documencs relaced co che EIR are locaced in the Cicy of San 
Diego Developmenc Services Cencer, 1222 Firsc Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Diego, CA 92101-4154. The 
cuscodian for che record of che proceedings is che Cicy Development Services Cencer. 
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The proposed project is a Process 5 City Council decision to permit-construction of new 
scientific research facihties and accessory uses on;the existing Salk Institute campus The 

• project site is designated for Scientific Research use in the University Community Pian 
and Industrial use in the North City Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan j ^ x 

•r*t 

The Salk Institute was originally constructed iri the City of San Diego in the early-to 
mid-1960^ opened in 1965, and has undergone previous expansions in 1991- and 1995. 
Currently, approximately 18.4 acres of.the project site are developed with approximately 
289,800 square feet (if) of scientific research and support facilities." Since the'Salk 

r; ^Institute was founded, there have been changes in the scientific research field, including, 
T -̂the1, introduction:'of new technologies, the shifting demographics of the scientists 

themselves toward a younger and more gender-mixed population,' and increases in the 
-' number ~pf -employees and support staff. The proposed project addresses the'currerit-

;••,- inadequacies,of the existing scientificjresearch and support space^at the Institute and the 
* changing demographics and needs of the Institute scientists and employees, and provides 

for the accommodation of new and emerging research technologies O 
ar v ^ ^i ^^-r v - c1* * -*"' y * / n . i ^ ' $ -'• 

In response to certain economic and environmental constraints, and as further explained 
,* in the Preface to this Final EIR, the applicant has decided to eliminate the employee 
,r daycare facihty and^ t̂emporary housing quarters from the proposed.Salk Institute Master 

:^^PlanwA.lAQUgh;the^^ 
/^(no^refei rcd^^ Design),;the':envif6hmentalr,analyses of these. 
' if:Compon6nt% remain for informational purposes since their removal from' the project has 

littie bearing on significance conclusions reached in the EIR. The exception is biological 
resources where impacts are improved -.. , \ * >,.- f - . ^ t 

T The proposed project would be implemented in phases, over a penod of several decades, 
*• and mcludes expansion of the existing scientific research space on site through the 

construction off186;200 sf of new facilities and redevelopment of 29,000 sf of temporary 
," • r facilities, :includingwadditional^ Sffi 

Community. Center Building containingr- admihistrative and support' spacer"dining 
+* facilities and mi! auditorium,, to serve the Salk InstituteT^community;Icbristructibh'bf an 
c,?-underground core facility, equipmentJshbps and mechanical room to house research space, 
; . and^sh'ared ̂ equipment space; and-development; of-three new research greenhouses1 to. 
s "feplace^existirigvohes^ on sitef-fThe "proposed ^pfoject^would provide on-site parking 

through the construction of two;new underground parking garagesmear the locations of 
existing on-site surface lots. , . , .. - ...-..•. 

- . Approximately 9.0: acres ofthe 26.37acre.site: would be graded, of which 9;2 acres are, 
h cuirently developed.and would be redeveloped by the proposed.project;:; The proposed 
•-project would require apprbximately 20,000 ciibic yards :(cy) of cut, 2300 cy of fill .arid 
^;200,000 cubic: yards of excavation for a.total export of 217,700 cy. SJopes vwould4?e 
* constructed at .a gradient of 2:1, resulting nvVmaximum manufacturedr slope'height of 

eight feet. • /'-f" -'-"•''. ''•''' 



The evaluation of envirohmental .issue areas in this EIR concludes that the proposed 
project would result in significant and urimitigable direct and cumulative impacts to 
traffic/circulation and significant but mitigable direct and indirect-impacts to biological 

. resources, historic resources, noise and paleontological resources; • ( . ' •. .*.".;• ;r 

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: ^ / I 
,;.v̂ -'-jS \i',y\- Uf-. ''s- V* • i\.^:. •'}'• r \T---..y;^'*, •,:-...;-..; : • ,-V •. •;:• ..--'*.•... : ^ : r •. 

Traffic/Circulation (Direct and Cumulative) 

The proposed project would result in significant and unmitigable direct and cumulative 
.- traffic/cimalSioiTimpac^for^causing unacceptableHelay at thFintersectioinofrGeneseer 

Avenue/Interstate 5: interchange, .which is projected to operate-at levels of service .(LOS) 
o E arid F without the proposed-project during the Buildout Condition (Year 2030)'^ The 

increased delay would exacerbate an already, unacceptable; condition predicted-at that 
location. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED v 
IMPACTS: 

traffic/Circulation 

• Intersection improvements-are planned for the Genesee Averiue/I-S^-uUerchange to 
. improve LOS-and decrease delays during Buildout (Year 2030). Payment of fair-share 

fees .by theproject .applicant (totahrig $353,000 at. .project buildout)t would .contribute 
v funding^ toward-.'those;- improvements., The; projectt, applicant^svipardcipatipn^un'v a 
:^Jransportatipn. Demand Management (TDM), program .would further lessen the project's 
v impact!-The interchange improvements, ̂ e hot ^sured in terms of timing ahd-funding; 
*. however, even, when, planned improvements are constructed,- direct and. cumulative 
.-'• iinpactswoiild remain significant and unmitigated. .•,vwri;' /u-vru'-^^V^^-.U.-j.- i ^ i r 

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM n X / 
INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT (See attached Final EIR for a detailed 

.. • description of mitigation measures that have been incorporatedinto the project);,., . 

• Bioioeical Resources : .'•-* •-•--^ -̂U .:!.••>-• 

The proposed .project would result in, impacts^tp 0.08, acre.:pf.sensitive, upland habitats 
which inciude maritime succulent scrub and Diegan coastal sage scrub. : Based,on the 
City's, significance guidelines, these, direct impacts to native habitat are not considered 
significant because they total less than 0.1 acre. No mitigation is required. 

., Potential direct impacts to nesting raptors would be mitigated by,. restricting eucalyptus 
' \ tree removal to outside the breeding season and conducting a pre-construction survey for 

occupied nests priorto construction.^'' • • ' yv 
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Potential indirect impacts toTsensitive species :(coastal Califomia gnatcatcher) Would be 
mitigated by prohibiting construction within 500 feet of the MHPAjduririg the breeding 
season :(March' 1-through .August 15). Construction -dunng the; breeding, season "would 
require fencing of restricted areas;by.a biologist, pre-constmction surveys arid an; analysis, 
of noise which demonstrates that construction activities would not 'exceed 60 dB(A) 
hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat.;' Noise barriers may. be : employed by the 
project applicant to ensure that noise levels would not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average 
during the breeding season. :••*£ v.; ,?.< ̂  V'-. V^,\:^y^^';i-* :-^i^v,j^>t-

Potential indirect impacts from the introduction of invasive species would be mitigated 
y by reviewing final landscape plans for project features .proposed adjacenf to the MHPA. 
'Acc iden ta l '-intrusions into sensitive habitat during grading/land development: would be 
> mitigated, by flagging Sensitive-areas;? fericihg the limits'".of: grading" arid'cbhducting. 
K biological field monitoring during project construction. .-'' . . O - ^ f e ^ ^ ^ y ^ . X ^ ^ ' * - - ^ 

. • , \ . ' ' ' : : ' ' - _ . - • . - • : . , • • • • • ^ ^ ' ^ • • • ' - 0 % - ' - ^ 

. Impacts to biological resources would be reduced to a level below significant upon 
implementation of tfie above mitigation meaiures.fe'T^'^^J^ JS. ** ^ t * * "r « , * 

Historical Resources 
t»w. .> r

1 <Ll 
..-.-The-Salk Instituterproperty has. been.deemed,eligible for^listmg nn the National Register 

of Historicr Places-.::ahd is listed on the California^ Register of Historic Resources „ A 
• pbrtibh of the site is oh the San Diego Historic Resources Register Construction of the 
. proposed project would not comply; with two; of the nine.Secretary.-.of .the^Interibr's-

t Rehabilitationv Standards and- Guidelines; and 'Cultural Landscape-! Rehabilitation 
^ G i i i d e l ^ s ' d u e to^the'Temov^'"of h is tpr i^ 
"; relationships' of die historic' 'resources;' Mitig^^^ removalrahd 
- replantirig,'of the historic trees and restoration<of the historic landscape consistent .with the 

1965 Landscape Plan-and integration of a.tfansparent ahdum into the final design for the 
Torrey East Building, would reduce potential impacts to known historic resources to a 
levelJpelpw.significant f * . Ls " ' ^ ^ ft-"*' C*' 

The records search- and field reconnaissance - surveys • identified--no other .significant 
historical or pre-historic resources within the project;area; However, because there is the 

• possibility for unknown buried historic resources and pre-historict(NatiVev American) 
resources, there is a potential for significant impacts. Mitigation measures including 
•archaeological- nionitoring during construction would reduce potential impacts ' to, 
historical resources to a level below significant 

Noise ' - •'-=•' ',' . 

Impact - frprn^ equipment noise could- occur'during- project .construction. due to the 
' 'proximity'of proposed development to the southerir'prppierty boundary where off-site 

residences occur. The impacts would be direct and short-term, asnbise would only "occur 
during project construction. Mitigation measures, including preparation of a construction 



noise control'plan and/or the'use of temporary barriers/would reduce potentiaFnoise 
impacts to a level below significant. • 't':?/.*w. 

Paleontological Resources .* . .v.. •: . ' ^ ^ - ^ .„." :iii\.,-.**\. s.^.^f^y.^y-

Impacts to fossils "could'occur during "earthwork activities; such as. excavation' for 
^ foundation's and underground parking-garages^ The impacts would be direct-and'short-
,:-:1 term, as potential-for: damage lb paleontological' "resources-wouldfonly occur during 
': project construction.. Mitigation measures, including dii'e requirement for paleontological. 
•/ monitoring1 during-'construction^ would' reduce*'potential, impacts to paleontological 
r resources to a level below significant l ' - ' - ^ i 

- * - * - „ : t n * ^ 

NO MITIGATION REQUIRED: - *" * > - * . 

', After analysis, impacts in the following issue areas were found to be not significant under 
."•CEQA for the proposed project:; biological resources; (direct habitat removal)^ land 

use, visual quality/neighborhood character, air quality, hydrology/water quaiityand 
geology 

'ALTERNATIVES- * s _ ' - _ ^ * J*Z u. i 1 - - , -

-< The following1 alternatives were considered for detaded discussion m^the EIR As noted 
•;•*- above, the.appiicant.has chosbn to modify the^rbpbsed'prbjectlo eliminate;the daycare 
: • facility'and housing-quarters', which', were both "considered "ahcillafy uses' to; the overall 
^-scieritificTesearch useP These altematiyes to" the.bngiriaUyprbposed project^ 
& EIR Project) are still appropriate under CEQA; despite changes to the proppsedproject 
*"• (i;e;,- Refined Prbject'Design), because they represent the'range'and configuration of uses 
•̂  that could-be Considered/ancillary to the scientific -research-rmssion'for-^ '• 
G* addition/ some ofthe alternatives are .comparable in configuration,to,the Refined Project 

•:-'' Design (i.e., no" development on the. south 'mesaj.V;A_ comparative' analysis of these 
"' "•alternatives with the'Refined Project Desigjris provided' inthe Prefabe^to the Final EIR 
' and summarized herein. ••*"-•• - - y . ' - • :i •;--' *"•''*•' ''•"'" : "i-"" :- " rv ' : • ;-.',^-':' 

No Proiect Alternative 

The No Project Altemative assumes that the Salk Institute Master.Plan .would not toe-
adopted;'the-existing permits would not. be :amended, no "expansion bf the-scientific 
research'space-wpuld.be implemented,-.no new parking facilities •would |be biiilt/arid-ho 
support facilities, such' as^dining facilities^ administrative support usesf; temporary-
residential quarters and a daycare facility, wbulcfbe developed bh site/The No Project 
Altemative would avoid significant-project-related; impacts to biological resources, 
•historical^ resources; * trarispoftati6n/circuIatiori;f!; • hoise^ (coristructibh-related)"; * arid 
paleontological resources. Although the .No"'Project Alternative wbuldveliminate direct 
impacts to tiaffic/circiilatibh;"-"existing traffic "generated .by the'.Salk 'Instituted would 
contribute to" cumulative impacts at the'Genesee Avenue/I-5 interchange'at Buildout 

'5 
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(Year 2030). The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the.basic project 

. objectives. l " •''•' '"' '"•" •"' ' '' '•*'" , . . ^ V ' * ' . ' ' i - t \ ' t ' - '< /v-? . -X . ' . ' '* ' :<£ "•' '•>•**¥•*'& 

Alternative Salk Community Center Building Lavbiit .{; . r ' ^ i I ^-ffAi*'-' 

.,,} The Alternative Salk Community Center- Building Layout '.would, implement..;the.,Salk:--
..Community. Center.Building in four̂  separate sections,-with two pairs of two internally 

connected .buildings constructed in,, a < n6rthwest--t.to .sputheast-oriented^row. atop an 
a Underground parking garage covering \ most [ of'the • north- mesa and; • paralIeiing-:Tprrey 

Pines Scenic Drive.. The AJtemative Salk Community Center Building Layout-would 
also feature ""a smaller Torrey East Building that̂  would-, be/constructed as; two -.wings*. 

'7 separated by an internal courtyard open on the east and west elevations; a slightly larger, 
and more easterly located daycare facility; and a slightly-more easterly located'.housihg 

.quarters,, with a noith:south orientation rather than the proposed east-west-onentation:; 
y* This altemative would limit the Institutes expansion to 471,000 square feet (sf).because it • 
^ , w o u l d ' " " * " " ' • • - - - • • - * - * - ••-• "• - - " ' -

on 

: This alternative would create potentially significant;and unmitigable project impacts to,; 
-lL.;.L"l/visual^/duality/neighbprhood^character that/wbuld3not'.exist.;for^&e_pj"ppps^ 

Direct impacts to biological resources would be slightly less'than'the proposed project" 
r- but still significant and mitigable; indirect ̂ biological resources impacts would :occur at 

. •^•.apprpximately^the samelevds.as.the proposed prbject and;b^sigmficantjmd,mitigable.;;'. 
-v^Impacts to; lmtonc^;resoi^^ l.&c^c/c^ulati6n;X^'Qu&lity, noise, ^hydrology/water,-, 

/ vi quality; geology ^d^ebn tq log icd to those.anticipatiedsfor = 
, v;Jhe proposed project/ Although the^Alteraatiye-SalkCpn^unity Center Building Layout • 

^ would be consistent .with most of.the basic objectives of the proposed; it; would create a; 
-.' -yjnpwj-.•significant andKunimUgabl&a Md^wpuld^not, 

T'reduce;:_pr--;avoid:vsi^ificang/^d;i unmitigable project^and": ciimulatiy^, impiacts- to:-; 
^traffic/circulatibn- at.-the i-5/Genesee Avenue interchange.-:. Similar, cbhclusioris are '• 

. " ''^feached:wheh-cpmjpamgtthis^ Refined Project Design,.except.mat this 
alternative would cause greater impacts to biological'resources than the.Rjefined-^oject 
Design.,;•••;-•.:;;^-^,' 'fyf.i- : ' r ' [ -y ' tA- ' : '<^v:. : ' \ \y :

i ; f-^y "•••"*:-:"" '^t'V•' y:\ :/ . ' ' 

North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative •"..•.. * 

.. Under the^ North, Mesa. Intensified Development Alternative, the project applicantwouid 
. ^.-mpdify^e.-prpppsed^project ^ the. sputh;mesa.byf. 

/sMftihgf.the^dayc^eJ'facUityr:and; temporary .housing;quarters to a location atpp^.the 
^underground' poking "^structure, on'the norths inesa:..̂  llieT south-mesa;, would-remain 

undeveloped under this altemative and-the MHPA boundary line adjustment would be... 
;• much smaller in size and would only involve-land on the north mesa. In,additiori;t6 the 

safety/security/aesthetics, concerns' associated-twith;moving;-the daycare (facilityr>and 
^housingon theropftop.of.theparking structure,.this alternatiye,would.eliminkethe.park-.. 

like landscaped;open, space envisioned for Ithe,'yiew, corridor on the ribrth mesa.7 This 
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' alternative location for the housing would ,be less aesthetically appealing and not be 
separated from the scientific research uses. This altemative would change project phasing 
and substantially increase the front-end costs of implementing the daycare facihty and 

• housing quarters, possibly making them infeasible • t o ' construct prior to the Salk 
Community Center Building. t( This alternative'would;'however, allow the Institute'to 
buildout to the 500,000 sf maximum. " - * ' ^ <. *' n l ' ' 

^ The North Mesa Intensified Development Altemative would not implement the phased, 
vtri-partite design scheme envisioned for the propeny by Louis Kahn and would result in 

new and significant unmitigable project impacts to visual quality/neighborhood character 
t related to. non-compliance with land use'policies and implementing regulations of the 

SDMC protecting views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas from public3roadways. 
^•Reductions in project impacts to biological resources would occur; impacts ih the'areas of 

o land use, traffic/circulation, air quahty," hydrology/water quality, geology/-" noise\and 
-.paleontology would remain the same as or slightly less than anticipated^with.the proposed 
prbject. Impacts urhistorical resources caused by changes in spatial relationships would 

7 be greater than the'prpposed project, due to the increased development intensity on the 
north and east mesas^and the resultant lack of a sufficient buffer between^the original 
laboratory" buildings^ and, the new1 development. Impacts to° historic and unknown 

J: prehistoric.archaeological resources with the potential to exist ori-site would be the.same 
Iras, for the nrnnosed nrniprt The. potential for 'E- land -use^confiict'would-*occurisince 
-sensitive land uses'wbuld be exposed to indirect" or secondary impacts "caused by their 
i proximity to the parking garage; public roadway and- scientific research facilities. 
j Although the North Mesa Intensified Development Altemative would avoid significant 

direct impacts to biological resources, it would create new significant and urimitigable 
visual quality impacts, worsen significant impacts to historic resources, shift construction 
noise impacts to the north mesa, and would not achieve^ many of t̂he^Basic ^project 
objectives. Similar conclusions are reached when comparing this altemative to the 

i Refined Project Design. 4J~ =J !.^ " ~ . ' j 'v -' ;**;#% **$ " * «-' *: *-•..• ,>"tej. ". 
. J - V V , ! ' ^ ~ '— . - J i . E • - t ~ ' J l , * - ! - , , * . _ , „ _ * V - •> j . i - • 

Neighborhood Proposed Alternative ^ *. . - ' 

Under this altemative, the. project apphcant „ would construct - the altemative design 
scheme (site plan) requested by the residential neighbors'to the south of the project site 
during the EIR scoping process/*' This altemative, would eliminate development of,the 

* south mesa, shift development to the parking lot on the,north mesa away from areas 
visible to the private residences ito >the south, and.avoid perceived effects on land use 

- •compatibility and reduce impacts to sensitive habitat. The proposed daycare facility and 
^temporary housing quarters would be shifted to the western end of the north mesa and the 

proposed Salk Community Center Building would be* rearranged with portion of the 
building eliminated: This alternative would reduce the amount of support uses and 
increase^ slightly the amount of scientific research space developed on site, resulting in a 
net reduction in square footage by approximately 34,000 sf and a maximum buildout of 
465,000 sf * ' , A 

. y . ' 7 ^ . ^ . \ . '» . ' - - u . . . . . -
The Neighborhood Proposed Altemative would create a new significant and unmitigable 
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• . . ' W - • . ... - • - ' 

project impact, to,,visual; quality/neighborhood character that wouldjiot exist, for the 
•7 proposed project;-Direct impacts to .biological resources would-be less than. tKcprbposed'""- •'. / 
'.-... project, but still significant. Indirect impacts-due-to human intmsion and toxins-would be 7 

: gilworse than the- proposed * project; indirect effects/to breeding • gnatcatchefs/ahd; raptors .\V.V. V^; 
^wpuld be similar;, Traffic/circulation impacts-wbuld be less .than the proposed project/but .-,/' . .;;...' 

still -^significant and unmitigable at the iritersections . of thei.I-S/Genesee.;1 Avenue,/: ,/"* 
interchange.. Construction noise impacts on nearby residences would;be reduced by this . ,, 

.alternative but.shifted to the.north mesa •;where" the daycare facility and housing quarters '. 
r^would. be-constructed^.-Impacts to air- quality f;thydrology/v/ater:,quality,/ geology "'and ; 
-: paleontology .would be similar to or slightly less than those^anticipatedToiNthe proposed 

y projects-Impacts to historic resources would be greater than those of the proposed project 
: duetto, the,intensification of development on.the north:mes£/-.impacts to-historic; and 

; "icunloiowh'prehistoric archaeological resources^wirtfthe potential to"exist onrsite'Would-ber 

• 'fi slightly less/ than for the proposed project. The potential for a land use! conflict /would 
f bcciir sirice'serisitive land uses would-be exposed-to indirect or secondary impacts caused 
^bv their proximity to the parking garage, public roadway:and scientific research facilities:-

, %The.: Neighborhood^ Proposed; Altemative/would- nptf.be; consistent/with the/.scppe/ 
-:. :-h planningand-architectural theme (i.e., tri-partite scheme), envisioned.for the site, jwould 

,r result, in an inappropriate .siting of land uses/and'would not achieve the basic: project; 

the proposed project/and.woiild create new significant and unmitigable'impacts'.tor-visual* 
quality/neighborhood character.'. Similar conclusions are reached when comparing this 
alternative to the Refined Project Design u r4 '**'* —" ^ v ^ V^ p \ r . r tS 

« \ r ' . c . . , " , . ^ ~ r r : 4 - : - ^ " ' ^ ^-^*7Wi * ** * -, t • rt" . ^ * , * f 1 ^ ^ > y i ? 

Reduced Proiect Alternative- , * . *"• \ * "' -*• * - ^ si - x ^ ty-> 
* 7 t^v i J ^ *»" >• / v % v "J - H - S i<* R »•«: 1 * » 

The Reduced Project Alternative would involve scaling back the proposed project..to a 
development level that would reduce direct project traffic impacts to less than significant 
levels.7 The Reduced Project Altemative wouUL restrict, the (proiect^applicantf to 

. constructing up to 40,000 additional sf of new scientific research builiding(s)V resulting in 
.,7an:approximately 200,GOO-sf less new space oh site.thM;tiie-proposed project. The:Torrey' 
/ East; Building^wbuld-. beT substantially.rreduced;^irivsize, wMe;:the/temporary^housing' 
; .quarters/and Salk ̂ Community. Genteriwould ::bel eliminated ^by: this.: altematiy'e:^The 

, proposed' daycare<.facility, north lawn cp're facility," equipment shops and mechanical 
•ri.robm/and greenhouses:could-becbristrucfed as:'proposed since^those" uses„yvould7not 
, ;v generate ̂ new- • off-campus * trips. /.. The~; Reduced- Project aAlteriiativer would? generate 
, vappfoxiinately7320 'average daily^trips/(ApT);^'whichc;would: reduce peak'hour/trips/to 
: below significance thresholds forthe affectedintersectiori, thus avoiding direct impacts.-
7. Adoption ofthe Reduced Prbject Alternative wouIdTestrict the campus'to'apprpximately 

..̂ -oOO^Op ŝf total (includmg easting.space).r..Tlris:,altemative:wo^ 
1 demblish" and; construct replacement 'space-for-'the 29,000 "sf;of existing 'temporary 

buildings. This altemative would substantially'reduce the parking requirements'-of.'the 
..-•' proposed project and would result in the elimination of one of the underground parking-: 
' -gafages/Vi-z-'i; r-̂ VV :/:"' '"^> •" / 'a'-:%'-0^.7.-7 :L"V,̂ /;̂ •̂ ^Kv̂ ;ii/7'̂ t•7̂ ;7̂ oi!î •i•ni7̂ •rf•.̂  

8 
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'•-':•. fw ; - -••-v..-*>'.>•-^-l '•••'7'.-^ •-•:'-t:vJf. --̂ r ^ . •,-:/^7 ^ r? />; 7 ••..'•'.' '/•."'-/ 77 / • 
The Reduced Project Alternative would riot avoid significant project impacts to .historical 

t. resources,' including knowri -arid unknown resources on site: -It would allow the Institute, 
. the., option, to/avoid -disturbirig? known' .historical^^resources in;, Ae-,east, poking, lot 

associated with historically significant .landscaping and spatial associations:: Siignificarit. 
and unmitigable direct traffic" impacts at the intersections of the I-5/Gehesee" Avenue ' 
interchange/would be avoided;:, cumulative traffic impacts, would still occur'during 

' Buildout (Year 2030);? Direct impacts to biological resources wpuld.be less; however, 
•' indirect impacts to habitat^and species in the MHPA would remain potentially significant 
, Impacts to land use, air quality, hoisei hydrology/water'quahty, geolbgy.and paleontology 

,/-,, would be-sinular to or.less than those anticipated for the proposed project/The Reduced 
.•7 .Project Alternative,wbuld'be consistent with the iscope, planning and architectural'itheme 
•*« envisioried: for the site/and, would substantially avoid significant and unmitigable direct 
. .-;• traffic impacts of-the proposed .project, .but/wbuld not accomplish the basic/project' 
;, objectives of allowing .thejcainpus to reach its .500,000 sf capacity, implementing the, tri-
.•• partite scheme, providing cehtralized facilities for the Institute/and developing temporary. 
* hbusihg/ Similar ̂ cohclusiohs,. are reached; wKerif̂ comparing tlus^altemative^witii^the^ 

Refined Project. Design^-except that/this/alternatiye;would cause "greater • impacts: to 
biological resources than the Refined Project Des ign/ , ' • / ' ' 

East Parkine Lot Imriact.Avoidance Alternative-. 
' -' -i 

The East Parking Lot Impact, Avoidance Alternative'would involve^scaling'-back the 
'proposed project to ajdeyelopmeht^level that/would reduce project impac^.Tp.&tprical;. 
resources. The existing east parking lot would not be developed arid significant -impacts'• 
to east .mesa historic landscaping and spatial"assbciations wpujd he ayoided)^/rhe East 
Parking Lot Impact-Avoidance. Altemative would eliminate the proposed. Torrey East 
fiuildihg" and its associated underground parking stmcture; leave the existmg surface/east 
parking lot (and historically significant landscaping) and utilities in the southeast comer ,• -,. 

, of the site in tact/and eliminate the sewer and water'connectipns proposed to serve the . 
Torrey East Building under the pfoppsed prbject. All other elements'-bf "the proposed 
project would remain the same.under this alternative.1 The East Parking Lot Avoidance 
Altemative would generate less ADT than the proposed, project, with a related reduction 

• in peak hour trips; Adoption of the East Parking Lot Impact "Avoidance Alternative 
would limit the Institute to 144,800 new sf of space, for a total of 405,600 sf (including •:' 
260,800 sf of existing space), but would allow the Institute to" demolish and construct , 
replacement space for the 29,000 sf of temporary buildings. . 

. The East .Parking, Lot. Impact.Avoidance. Alternative ..would .avoid significant project 
impacts to knowri historical resources. Significant impacts to known historic-era and 
unknown prehistoric' archaeological resources would still occur under this altemative. 
Traffic/circulation levels would be less, than under the proposed project; however,, 
significant and unmitigable direct and cumulative impacts at the intersections of the I-
5/Genesee Avenue interchange would still occur. This altemative would reduce the 
amount of parking needed on campus but, would not meet the parking requirements of the 
prbject because of the removial of the underground parking structure on the east parking 

http://wpuld.be


lot. This parking shortfall would be a new significant impact. Direct impacts to biological. -
;' resources arid potentially significant indirect impacts to habitat and species in the MHPA 
; would be .the" same.'"' Impacts to land use, 'visual quality/neighborhood characterr air 

.V quality, noise, hydrology/water quahty, geology and paleontology .would be similar to or 
*. less than those anticipated for the proposed project t> f u% ^ 4 * »yi* ** ** 

;r. The East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would be consistent with the scope, 
'planning-and architectural theme envisioned for the site and would^ubstahtiaJly.{avoid- -, 

"••; some'vof the historical".resources. impacts' of" the^ proposed;~project^,but|/would,;hot,-/ 
accomplish the basic project objectives of allowing the campus to reach its 500.000' sf ., 

•f capacity^ providing/ additional centralized; research facilitiesv for/theu Institute^and 
* satisfying the parking heeds of the entire facility on site. -The amountof new scientific;, 

, - research" space'allowed by the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative- would be-. • 
^insufficient for the Institute's* expansion" goals, would not provide adequate space to 
•-house the support "needs, of the'Vampus, and would substantially reduce the Institute's 
¥• ability to attract researchers and research funding due to the elimination^of the scientific f 
-/research space inside the proposed-Torrey East Building. Similar conclusions- are " 

/:'reached when comparing this altemative to the Refined Project Design. f r ! / *. '- ^ " x 
' ' • ' i O ' f ' i - K - ' . ? . : . ' ^ -".•"..•'."• / A , , - - y ' ) 

*-- ~ ' ^ V . ""- J -H ^ H****-^- - - ~ H* -*> r—L* "^'H*. J ' ' ^ - ^ ^ - l J- . ' , ' ^ t f^k ' '^->i -..-rJl̂  il J^fy^T-J &^-^h- ^T-jSl̂ î-it-Ls* ..££.^< i - : . \ - -ff- - t l | _ J ._£ | . ^ y T̂ *- ̂  ̂  L J^ ..,"*£ ^J^iT^Ji 

: -7^ •*• - March 22, 2007 *' ' i 
s Cecilia Gallardo, AICP ^ "V - - ^ " - - ^ *; Ĵ "̂  - Date of Draft Report y ' ^A - •» * r *• 
"•"Assistant Dq)uty Director v ^ K J ! - ^ - ' <l w » J - ^ » r| -w t* V-1 - * *-^\ 
5 Development Services Department ^ if i*- % \v ~*&\v > * - f " * .. * r" ' - -
,-'** ^ r > ^ ->i i .- t •• J . \ t June 23,2008 * .^ r . f .• *H 

1* i.'-.-JfiS- ^ 'J^ft-" ' '^ '^^^'^- '^. '^ ' '*--"!!! ' 

''Analyst. A Sherwood "* t . *• Dateof Final Report > $ i y $ . ^ & ^ & . 

t w* • *. , F / ^ i. ^ e ^ t ^ ^ » / 7 a 4 . / / / 
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DISTRIBUTION: : v ^ / 

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies received"a;copy of notice of the 
draft EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency ' ' //.- • 

•• ; •••'• ;' • • ' / - . " v - " . ; - 7 , . •• ' • , • ; • • • < • i f t » x, f y 

U.S. Govemment , . tn^oi ( ~̂ 
Department of Transportation (2) ' ' 5 ^ 

• U.S. Naval Facihties Engineering Command (12) - * - r t 

'• MCAS Miramar Air Station (13) U *** i J » • /*£ ' ^ ' 
^s^ Department plthe_Int.eri.or,,Fish,and/WiIdhfe Service (23Xa / . .t ____ 

U.S. Army Corps of.Engineers (26) %\ 
U.S Environmental Protection Agency (19)t 

* i ^ F •« ' f \ t r -4 4. fl 

s. i W 13. 

• ' " - -•:f- ; / ' ; J - t . ' " / . . • • - ; • ' - • ; - ! . • • ' : . : • : • / . * f t T ? 

State of Califomia' . Ĉ-̂i %? ' JX -7" * . J O ^ 
., Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 11 (31) r f , n 

7.. Department of Fish & Game (32) J . ( ^ ' J ^ J J 1 ^trr. , '^^ * , 
'• .; _ California Environmental Protection Agency (37) '. * ^v^ *'» 

Departmerit of Parks & Recreation (40) %* 1 
...Office of Historic Preservation (41) „" ^ 

; Resources Agency (43)' ' • . %^ » * K h 3* •• 

nr / 

State Clearinghouse (46) ' i i c »-'"*•* » t 
• , California Coastal Commission (47) •* J i ^ 

Depaftrrient of f ran'sportatiori, Division of Aeronautics (51) ^ i r ^ J-
Native American Heritage Commission (222) * i , * •*-* "M* ** 

• ''7 v /""-7 / ' / : : %:f / ' • • • • • • : / /^ .•••,: "^ i - v * - t * o r *u ^ u ^ r ' 
County of SanDiego - ^ r * ^ . r . M - , ^ 

• • County Agricultural Department (64) ' ! ' s 
• . J County Department of Planning and Land Use (68) » /> - tv i 

•/-County Department ofPublic Works (70)^ * - ^ ^ * 
/.." 'County Water Authority ,(73);:. „ r . . ^ ,„ 

Hazardous Materials Management Division (75) * * 
"•• ' • • " • • • • - , • - . . R t ^ . , r

J , , , 

City of San Diegp.""-. / , / . . ' , . , 
Mayor Sanders " ' 

' Councilmember Peters, District 1 . :. / ; v7 "• y:'.y.yry •':.'. hyf:. •" j . 
• Councilmember Faulconer,.pistrict 2 *^. .?• \;7.7^ v ;.7.'7-:7>-..,.. >j;7i.,;. .-̂ ^ 
; Development Services Department)' MV,^; /"^v;..-;;^ ^, ;;7"",/ ,:^r; 

• "• Library Department (81) •• •':<•••' •- . ' ^;^^;;>7^u: 
Carmel Valley Branch Library (81F;)_/V ...̂  •../• ,hv. i, , H.. Vi; .,̂  .^. 
Real Estate Assets Department (85)- 7 .v7 

f;. .i 

. ' • i * 

Engineering and Capital.Projects.Departmratb(86).^px.;v,-w'̂ ..^;,;:jffiu;^"^ 
Historical Resources Board (87) • •' ~ :; /;77 ; . ./// ///•"• /.^ •'• ; 'V •' 
Wetlands Advisory Board (91 A) i 

. • General-Services (92) !••,.•- I , . . t . ' . . . 
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Other Cities - ' » T 

•y CityofDerMar.(96) = •" 
•7;;:'Ii,i City of Solana Beach ,(105):̂ ;>i". u ̂ ,r' J * •* * ,4" 

• • ; W - ' : ' >;-• •.-. ? ' > - \ . . ' V 7 ' . . 7 - • % . - • • ' • • > " • • •*. , 

.". Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals 
, •;. . Garry Van Gerpen, Salk Institute A I j 

• '' '• Mark Rowson, Latitude 33 / ' , < T * ' *> J*.*** 
;'SANDAG-(108); •,;.! ':N K *V - " - w t , i 
San Diego Transit Corporation (112) 
-San Diego Gas-& EIectric,(l,14)_i • <v 

i 

.i'l 

Metropolitan Transit Development Board (115) *- A - ^ ^ 
San Dieguito River Joint Powers Association (116) -J, Ĵ « * ? 

' ' ucstiasi);.;;"" /'••-";.-;; 
• Environmental Law.Society (164) n: •* i J 

":. ySierTaClub(165)rVSi^^-^ ' v ~r> A K 1 y * * ^ { ! l 

73''San Diego Natural History Museum (213) * i fyfc' y '* u^^ 1 
/ SanDiego Audiibori Society (167) » ' ""̂  • \t ~ ^-T t 
/ / / California Native Plant Sbciety(170)* & % ^ " - " "tt"> . 
S.,y Stu£at;Hurlbert,(172)-- '•*'• ̂ y••••••• ' t ? - ^ , ^ .,' 
:; Center for BioiogicaiDiversity'(176) i* -i ^ 
/''"•'•Citizens'GpordmatefprGen ""«--* ~̂T"̂ " "-r-̂ ---y=sir*^v= 

.Endangered Habitats League (182) ^ - ¥* * • * ^ 
.•.•'Jeny Schaefer, PhD (209) ' / . '^yir**' \ " ^ ^ ^ / ^ ' ^ " 
* South Coastal Irifbrmatioh Center (210)T *« - - ^ ** -• '^ —--'•-f 

(Wpl \ /••;/v•••;\SmDieg6\ffistorical"Sbciety"(2"ll)i>JI/^ 0 ^ l^x i t J 

• San IJiego, Archaeological Society (212) 
S ave Our Heritage Organisation (214) r * -*" ^ * 

• •". Ron Christman (215). : y ' ' . f i ^% *'* , J * * J . " 
•-;;:;'.." Lbuie^Gu^sac-^lSA)^^'//^! ^ *" "^ti^r 3^ *« -^ ^ T , 1 ^ % r a 

San piego County Archaeological Society (218) * r ^ v '^ 
/• / National Tmst for Historical Preservation (219) * ' - M ^ r t« 

Native American,HeritageCommission (222) " - t *-* 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 

/v v.; La JoUa.Shbfes,Association"(272)/";/ / / ; ./.;•. - • '"• •>".:•/'••"'̂ ^S..y^yyy %X*! 

La Jolla Town Council (273)':: ; ", yf:y.'y-y^~: 
• LaJoUa Historical Society (274) '• • - ' > > & ^ yyxr:r:. - t /^ -s f $.&•]<• >A • 

La Jolla Gommunity Planning Associatibn(275)---^Z *-r*;' J ; '^•^ '#*** y 
La Jollahs;fbr Responsible Planning (282)^'^^'-i:>:•'«"'^>^^'n'^v^7/^;^^ 

;"";''V.- La Jolla Library, •/,/"' y ' ^ : ^ y f y r - / r ^ # ^ ^ : ; # ; . 5 ^ 7 ^ - - •-.• 
League of Conservation Voters (322)'-;^/.. / 'yry ^fy -S ^ 'y'f^y^^yy 

"•" ''"' P^d^Cohstnictiori Company;(345)t-^^^'i-'V ' ' 
-7./. • Carmel Valley Community Plaririing Board (350):iK/^ .^'.-.Cr • .^viJ^ 

Carmel Mountain Conservancy (184) !• y/y ' y y f -̂f:-; 'f.K̂ y- ;• 7;7;-rv -'^ 
San Dieguito Lagoon Committee (409)''f ' "/• *• *̂? ..'';' •'•. •* v y 'f f\ 
San Dieguito Planning Group (412):/ ' • - y:: •-•• ^ ' ' ' - y ^ ^ r ^ y ^ ^?7 • 

. Friends of San Dieguito River Valley (419, 421) 
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San Dieguito River Valley and Conservancy (422). . .,(,7. ;,; .£;, 
San Diego Coastkeepers•• 

• ..%>., •.•" Fairbanks Ranch Association (424) .:'y .i , 
,'.av;, •/.^1 San Dieguilp River Park (425A).;; /—rgv^ ;/^r,-';'.w^'v-.i.ii-.'j : /. 
^ ; v../,>•; Tbrrey Pines Community Planning Group (469)/T ;/-;-7.. ^-'.*t', 

Jim Peugh (167 A); ; : { ' ' y V f y y - r U L 7 .^ ; ^ / ; ( . 
University City Library (488) . / . " . . . 

-.'i-̂ ;./ ^In; .UniyersityiCommunityPlanning Group (480); •. . • t • -- r:--;; t">;; 
v .'V.: ^University;City Community,Association (4861; - ^ . c - • 

Torrey Pines Association (186) 

. ' T o n T r ' r » \ i ; K r i H o A . -*' ' - ' V* • • - . - • ' ' " . 

'* 

v 4_.,-. Ian Trowbridge / 
Courtney Cbyle / '•: •; / -,/-•- 7 •.'••• ;,-•• / / • .jyD^^iJj^-^.y: 
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225 A) 
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B).;/, 
Ewiiaapaayp Band ,'of Mission Indians (225C) 
Inaja and Cosmit Band of Mission Indians (225D) 
Jamul Band of Mission Indians-.(225E);;: 
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)-
T V ^ a n ' 7 f i r i t l - a - . T 5 » j r » H i-vf A r f t c c t i - i n .Tn*4t o n e f T 7 ^ f ^ \ .- -' - - '• — - . -. - - - . - -

Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)V 

Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251) 
Mesa Grande Band of Mission indians;(225J) 
San Pasqual Band of Missiori Indians (225K), : 
Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians (225L) 
La Jolla Band of Missiori Indians (225M), 
Pala Bandof Mission Indians (225N): 
Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250) 
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P) 
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians ;(225R) 
* Public Notice only. 
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW: •> ; ,/=Y. 

t i ^ t * i 

.. • ( ) , No comments were received during the public input penod - '* 
•.•••,'-,,- :"/7.'7,c '^-i 7 ;•.."..--,;„• / : y/fy'y-'":-i-^i] , v*^ - w ^ / n ; ^ , ^ * 

'•(') _ Cornments were received butdid not address the accuracy or completeness 
' of the environment^ report.-/No response is necessary and the letters are 

• attached at the end of the EIR. * * * i " ' 'A 

• (X) Comments addressing-the. accuracy or completeness of the EIR were 
—:—^-received dunng the pubhc mput penod—The letters and responses follow-—-

Copies ofthe EIR, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program; and any technical 
appendices inay be reviewed in the office of the Entidements Division, or purchased for 
the cost of reprbiduction 

•jft'ty 
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j ^ 
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•19* ! 
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SALK I N S T I T U T E MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

REFINED PROJECT DESIGN 

June 2008 

PREFACE 

Final Env i ronmen ta l Impac t Repor t 

This document is a Final Environmenral Impact Report (EIR) which provides a review and analysis of 

the potential environmental impacts chat could result from implementation of the proposed Salk 

Institute Master Plan in the City of San Diego. In accordance with rhe California EnvironmentaJ 

Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), Guidelines 

(State CEQA Guidelines) Section 15002, an EIR is the public document used by a governmental 

agency to analyze rhe significant environmenral effects o f a proposed project, to identify alternatives, 

and to disclose possible ways to reduce or avoid the possible environmental effects. This Final EIR for 

the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA, 

the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.) and the City's 

implementing regulations. The EIR itself does not control the way in which a project can be 

developed or coiiSLruCted; rather, the governmental agency must respond to the information concained 

in the EIR by one or more ofthe seven methods outlined in Section 15002(h) which inciude: 

1. Changing a proposed projecr; 

2. Imposing conditions on the approval ofa project; 

3. Adopting plans or ordinances to control the broader class of project to avoid the adverse 
changes; 

4. Choosing an alternative to meet the same need; 

5. Disapproving the project; 

6. Finding that changing or altering the project is not feasible; 

7. Finding that the unavoidable significant environmental damage is acceptable as provided in 
Section 15093. 

Under CEQA, an agency must solicit and respond to comments from the public and from other 

agencies that has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project or that has jurisdiction over 

narural resources (i.e., Responsible or Trustee Agencies). The Draft EIR for the proposed Salk 

Institute Master Plan project (SCH # 2004111049) was submitted by the City of San Diego for 

public review on March 22, 2007. During the 60-day public review period, 16 letters of comment on 

^ / the adequacy ofthe Draft EIR were received by the City of San Diego from Responsible and Trustee 

P- l 



C00274 
Salk Institute Masier Plan 
Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049; Project No. 44675) Pre/ace 

agencies and members of rhe public. Copies of the letters, along with the City's written responses to 

each comment, are included in this Final EIR. 

Refined Project Design Background 

In response to certain economic and environmental constraints char were stated in the public review 

comments, che Salk Institute (Institute or "applicant") has made minor modifications to the proposed 

project addressed in the Draft EIR to reduce and avoid possible environmencal effects. The applicant, 

thus, has created a Refined Project Design which is addressed in this Preface to the Final EIR. The 

Refined Projecc Design is similar in some respects to the North Mesa Intensified Development 

Alternative and the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative described in the Draft EIR; however, the 

refined project has been scaled back to eliminate some of the formerly proposed project components 

and would result in fewer impacts than either of the named alternatives or the project proposed in the 

Draft EIR (Draft EIR Project). The refinements to the project address the following issues: 

• The benefit to native habitats and sensitive species that would be gained if the south mesa of 

the campus were preserved as open space has led to the elimination of all development on the 

south mesa that was described in the Draft EIR (i.e., employee daycare facility and temporary 

housing quarters), reduction in direct biology impacts to less than significant levels, and, 

ultimately, the Inscitute's grant co che City of San Diego, or another mutually agreeable 

entity, ofa conservation easement across the souchern portion of rhe propercy. 

• The long-term economic savings that would be realized if the Institute continues to provide 

housing opportunities off-campus and begins collaborating with UCSD on an off-campus, 

joint daycare facility, has further supported the elimination of the south mesa development. 

• The need to ensure avoidance of indirect impacts to vernal pools on the north mesa ofthe Salk 

Institure campus rhat could occur as a result of brush management, has prompted a 

consolidation of che foocprinr of the Salk Community Center Building thac would eliminace 

the need for brush managemenr in the vernal pool complex. 

• The need to offset impacts to habitat in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) and che 

applicant's desire to protect sensitive native habitat, including vernal pools on the norrh mesa, 

has resulted in a boundary line adjustment that would create a 1.27-acre net gain in the 

MHPA in the Coastal Zone and a 7.1-acre open space easement on the south mesa. 

• The need to maximize the utilization of the Salk Institute campus for scientific research and 

support uses on campus, in accordance with the primary project objectives, has resulted in no 

reduction in the building areas dedicated co such uses. 
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A comparison summary of the Refined Project Design with the Draft EIR Project Js provided below in 

Table P-l, Land Use Comparison: Draft EIR Project and Refined Project Design. 

Table P-1 

LAND USE COMPARISON: 

D R A F T EIR PROJECT A N D REFINED PROJECT DESIGN 

LAND USE/PROJECT 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Scientific Research Building 
Salk Community Center Building 
Daycare Facility 
Temporary Housing O u a r t e r s 

Greenhouses 
Subtotal 

T O T A L B U I L D I N G AREA (SF) 
DRAFT EIR PROJECT 

94,200 
117,000 
12,000 
12,000 
4,000 

239,200 

REFINED PROJECT DESIGN 

94,200 
117,000 

0 
0 

4,000 
215,200 

Existing Buildings (including 
Temporary Buildings) 
Demolition of Temporary Buildings 

TOTAL 
Undeveloped Land/Open Space 

289,800 

-29,000 
500,000 
5-5 acres 

289,800 

-29,000 
476,000' 
7.82 acres 

Although rhe Refined Project Design would preclude development on the south mesa, the applicant could decide in the future to 

pursue entitlements for up to 2^,000 additional st'of scientific research space elsewhere on the site in accordance with the deveiopment 

intensity allocated to the property in the University Communily Plan. Although not contemplated at this time, any future entitlement 

proposal would bc subject to additional CEQA review. 

The Refined Project Design is the project that is now being proposed by the applicant for approval by 

the City decision makers. 

Refined Proiect Design Description 

Under the Refined Project Design, the following changes have been made co the application from the 

project proposed in rhe Draft EIR Project. 

South Mesa 

Daycare Faciliry and Housing Quarters 

The Draft EIR analyzed 500,000 sf of development, including a 12,000-square foot (sf) daycare 

facility and 12,000 sf of temporary housing quarters (12 units) on the south mesa ofthe Salk Institute 

campus. Under the Refined Project Design, all development on the south mesa would be eliminated 

from che Salk Institute Master Plan and the proposed gross floor area would total 476,000 sf (see 

Figure P-l, Comparison of Draft EIR Project and Refined Project Design). As a result, che entire southern 

mesa would be left in an undeveloped state and placed in a conservacion easement. Accordingly, the 
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Refined Project Design would avoid significant direct project impacts to sensitive biological (upland) 

habitat, as discussed below under Biological Resources. 

Open Space 

The Draft EIR Project included the dedication o f a portion o f the south mesa into the City's MHPA. 

Under the Refined Project Design, the Inscitute intends to grant a conservarion easement in 

perpetuity over che south mesa rather than transferring it to the MHPA, once all permits and 

approvals have been granted that are necessary for buildout of the Salk Institute Master Plan. 

Roadwav and Landscaping 

The private driveway exrension of Salk Institute Road from its exiscing western terminus ro the 

daycare and temporary housing facilities has been eliminated from the proposed Master Plan. The 

landscaping specifically associated with the daycare facility and housing quarters also has been 

eliminated from the Master Plan; however, restoration of the perimeter landscaping along the 

southern property line, as required in Section 5.4, Historical Resources, of the Draft EIR, still would be 

implemented under the Refined Projecc Design (see revised EIR Figure 3-5, Conceptual Landscape Plan 

for Refined Project Design). 

North Mesa 

Salk Communitv Cencer Building 

The Draft EIR Project proposed a 117,000-sf Salk Community Center Building on the north mesa, 

comprising two, four-story wings; two, three-story wings; and one, two-story auditorium wing within 

a single building. The Salk Community Center Building has undergone a minor architectural 

reconfiguration under the projecr refinement, from a structure with four rectangular wings on the 

west end attached to a semi-circular auditorium space on the east end, to a two-wing rectangular 

structure on the west end attached to the same semi-circular auditorium on the east end (see site plan 

comparison in Figure P- l ) . Although the location of the eastern auditorium wing would be 

unchanged under the Refined Project Design, the western end of the building would be shifted away 

from sensirive vernal pool habirat, and situated slightly east of che location identified in the Draft EIR. 

This project modification would eliminate rhe need for brush management in the adjacent vernal pool 

complex under the existing City regulations; the Ciry could adopt an alternative compliance plan 

should the proposed brush management regulations become adopted at some point in the future. The 

Salk Communiry Center Building square footage, and developed area would not change from rhe Draft 

EIR Project, and building heighes would remain unchanged from or be less than those proposed in che 

Draft EIR (see revised EIR Figure 5.1-5, Proposed Height Deviation for Refined Project Design). 
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Noc affecced by the proposed refinement of the Master Plan, the Torrey East Building, north lawn 

core facilicy and greenhouses would be consrructed as described in the Draft EIR. 

MHPA Boundarv Line Adjustment 

The Draft EIR proposed a MHPA boundary line adjustment to affect boch the north and south mesas, 

which would include a net gain in the MHPA of 3-22 acres. Under the Refined Project Design, the 

MHPA boundary line adjustment would affect the north mesa only and would comprise a 1.27-acre 

net gain (see revised EIR Figure 5.3-3, MHPA Boundary Adjustment for Refined Project Design). 

Specifically, the amount of acreage removed from the MHPA would remain at 0.05 acre (similar to 

the Draft EIR Project) and 1.32 acres would be added to the MHPA under the project refinement, as 

opposed to 3.27 acres in the Draft EIR. The acreage to be added to the MHPA includes sensitive 

habitat such as vernal pools, Diegan coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub on the north 

mesa, and would be effectively identical in configuration to the MHPA preserve proposed for rhe 

north mesa in the Draft EIR (see revised Figure 3 in the Final Habitat Management Plan [HMP], 

contained in EIR Appendix B). The existing pavement area on the north mesa would be removed aiid 

a greater portion of it would be recontoured and revegetated with native species, similar to the Draft 

EIR. Proiprr, The anolicant would ^ctivelv manflpe che on site MHPA in accordance with the 

proposed HMP (HELIX 2008b). 

City of San Diego Permits 

Development of the Refined Projecr Design would require City approval of all the same permits as the 

Draft EIR Project. 

Parking 

Under the Refined Project Design, che two underground parking structures proposed and evaluared in 

the Draft EIR would be construcred as planned. All parking for the Institute would still occur on sire 

and the 1,064 total new spaces provided under the Refined Project Design would exceed the 1,046 

spaces required by the Cicy. 

Project Phasing 

Eliminacion of che daycare facility and housing quarters from the Master Plan would not substantively 

change the possible project phasing outlined in che Draft EIR; rhose two former project elements 

would simply be removed from the project phasing order. 
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Project Objectives 

The Refined Project Design would implement the majority of the project objectives idencified in 

Seccion 3.1 ofthe EIR, including the applicant's desire to have a project that: 1) would be compacible 

with City plans and policies, 2) is consistent with the scope, planning and architectural theme 

established by Louis Kahn and Jonas Salk, 3) allows for the development of new and expanded 

scientific research facilities, 4) helps the Institute remain competitive with other national research 

institutes, 5) provides state-of-the-art scientific research space, 6) provides centralized support 

facilities, 7) creates underground parking, 8) preserves and enhances coastal views, 9) provides 

landscape and archirectural plans and guidelines thac create an aesthetic project and 10) allows for the 

removal of all temporary buildings. The project objectives related to providing a daycare facility and 

housing quarters have been dropped by the applicant for reasons outlined herein. 

The Draft EIR evaluated the tri-partite design scheme envisioned for the property by Institute 

architect Louis Kahn (a basic objective of che Draft EIR Project), wherein the scientific research space, 

meeting/dining space and housing needs of the Institute would be met in three distinct geographic 

locations on the Institute's campus. Although the Refined Project Design would implement a portion 

ofthe tri-partite scheme, which is recognized in the design community as an element ofthe long-term 

plans of Kahn, economic and environmental constraints on the Salk Institute campus prevent the full 

implementation of the tri-partite design scheme. Specifically, economic constraincs include che high 

cost of building construction, operation and maintenance as compared to the relatively lower cost of 

providing employee daycare and housing offsite; and environmental constraints include the presence, 

of sensitive habitat. Nonetheless, the majority of the remaining project objectives would be attained 

by implementation of the Refined Project Design. 

Comparison of Refined Proiect Design and Draft EIR Proiect 

As described in this comparative analysis of potencial impaccs, the proposed Refined Project Design 

would result in a project with a smaller development footprint and that would reduce and avoid 

impacts identified in the Draft EIR. The informarion within this Preface to the Final EIR also 

provides the necessary documentation that the Refined Project Design, if approved by rhe City of San 

Diego and implemented by the Salk Institute, would not result in any new significant environmental 

impacts or a substantial increase in rhe severity of identified potential impacts which would require 

recirculacion ofthe Draft EIR under Section 15088.5 ofthe State CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore, 

the public had a meaningful opportunity to review the Draft EIR which contained, as noted above, 

alternatives similar to the Refined Project Design; as those alternatives had more potential impacts 

than the refined project presented herein as discussed below, this Final EIR is consistent with State 

CEQA Guidelines"Section 15088.5. 
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Minor text changes relared to the Refined Project Design have been completed and are to be 

considered as part ofthe Final EIR. Specifically, the Refined Project Design has been integrated into 

the Executive Summary, the Project Description contained in Section 3.0 of the EIR, and the History 

of Project Changes contained in Section 4.0. In some cases, project impacts are lessened, such as 

biological resources, and corresponding changes have been made in Section 5-3 ofthe EIR to indicate 

these improvements. In all ocher analyses, the impact conclusions remain the same and have not been 

modified. Given that the changes made by the Refined Project Design primarily affect only one area 

of the propeny, the City believes that revising the Project Description and other EIR Sections in the 

above manner will provide the greatest degree of clarity and consistency for benefit of those reviewing 

the Final EIR, in chat (i) the description of the project proposed for approval will be consistent 

between the Preface and the Project Description and (ii) the discussion of impacts throughout the 

Final EIR will be as accurate as is feasible with respect to the project proposed for approval. The text 

additions are underlined to distinguish chose from original text of the Draft EIR; text that has been 

deleted is shown in a strikethrough formar. 

As noted above and further examined below, no new significant impacts or increased magnitude of 

impaccs have been idencified, and although the modifications within the environmental document 

affect the environmental analysis conclusions reached in the biological resources section of the report, 

none ofthe impact conclusions worsen in the EIR. 

Comparative Environmental Analysis 

The Refined Project Design would not result in new or greater significant impacts to any issue 

analyzed in the Draft EIR, and would, in fact, substantially reduce direct project impacts co biological 

resources (upland habitat) to less than significant levels as discussed below, avoid potential indirect 

impacts to vernal pools related to brush management, and reduce the duration and magnitude of 

significant temporary conscruccion noise impaccs at the southern property line due to elimination of 

the daycare and temporary housing facilities. Impacts in the areas of land use, visual 

quality/neighborhood character, historical resources, air qualiry, hydrology/water quality, geology, and 

paleontological resources would remain the same as or slightly less than anticipated with the Draft 

EIR Project. Each issue addressed in the Draft EIR is discussed below. 

Land Use 

Adoption ofthe Refined Project Design would be consistent with the scientific research use envisioned 

for the property in rhe University Community Plan (Community Plan). The Refined Project Design 

proposes 476,000 sf of gross floor area, furthering its consistency with the Community Plan which 

allows for buildout of up to 500,000 sf of gross floor area on the campus in Table 3 of che 

Development Intensity Element. Table P-l provides a comparison ofthe refined project and project 
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analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Refined Project Design does not introduce any new land uses that 

were not considered in che Draft EIR. 

The refined projecc also would be consistent with the land use policies within the City of San Diego 

Progress Guide and General Plan (General Plan), Community Plan and North City Local Coastal Program 

Land Use Plan (LCP) that were considered in the Draft EIR; no additional analysis is required. A 

building height deviation wouid still be required for the Salk Community Center Building with 

implementation ofthe Refined Project Design, as it was for the Draft EIR Project (refer to the SDMC 

discussion in Subsection 5.1.2 within the Land Use Section of this Final EIR and see revised EIR Figure 

5.1-5, Proposed Height Deviation for Refined Project Design). 

The Refined Project Design would substantially minimize, but not avoid, encroachment into sensitive 

biological resources. Most of the grading and development would occur on previously developed 

portions of the site, specifically the north and east parking lots and north lawn (see revised EIR Figure 

5.3-1, Vegetation and Sensitive Resources I Impacts for Refined Project Design). In terms of consistency with 

the policies of the MSCP, the majority of che direct impacts to habitat wouid occur outside the MHPA 

and would be less than significant. A MHPA boundary line adjustment is proposed to offset the 

minor amount of habitat removal proposed within- the existing MHPA. The 0.05 acre habitat 

removal is the same as was proposed with the Draft EIR Project. Inconsistencies with the MSCP 

Subarea Plan Land Use Adjacency Guidelines would still be expected because ofthe proximity ofthe 

MHPA to proposed development (as described below under Biological Resources and in Section 5.3, 

Biological Resources, of this Final EIR). Similar to the Draft EIR Project, the Refined Project Design 

would comply with the MCAS Miramar Airporr Land Use Compatibility Plan regarding both noise 

and safety. 

No new significant or more severe land use impacts would result from implementation of the Refined 

Project Design. 

Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character 

Similar to the Draft EIR Project, the Refined Project Design would modify the existing character of 

the site by constructing new buildings on the northern and eastern portions of the property. The 

degree co which views may be blocked along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive by che Refined Project Design 

would be similar.to the Draft EIR Project, which would preserve views ofthe ocean and scenic coastal 

areas from the road through the implementation ofa park-like, landscaped view corridor on che norch 

mesa, as described in the Public Roads discussion in Subsection 5.2.1 within che Visual 

Quality INeighhorhood Character section of this Final EIR (and shown in Figure 5.2-27). Elimination of 

all development on the south mesa as proposed in the refined project would not have a beneficial effect 

on protected views from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive because, as nored in the Draft EIR, short range 

views ofthe south mesa and off-site coastal canyons are not available until drivers reach the cul-de-sac 
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at the entrance to the Torrey Pines Gliderport parking lot. Views ofthe development from trails west 

of the site would benefit from rhe removal of development from the southern mesa. Developmenr on 

che souch mesa, as described in the Draft EIR, generally would not have been visible from the Salk 

Institute courcyard (refer to EIR Figures 5.2-23a and 5.2-23b). Therefore, implementation of the 

Refined Project Design with its undeveloped south mesa would not benefic views from che Salk 

Inscitute courtyard. Also similar to the Draft EIR Project (as described and illustrated in Section 5.2 

of chis Final EIR), the Refined Project Design would not block the west-facing views of the ocean and 

scenic coastal areas from any of the public vantage points west of the project site, including a 

designated view corridor in the La Jolla Community Plan. 

No new visual quality/neighborhood character issues would arise with the refinement, and no 

significant or more severe impacts to visual quality/neighborhood character would result from 

implementation ofthe Refined Project Design. 

Biological Resources 

Sensirive biological resources on the south mesa would remain undeveloped and be placed in a 

conservation easement under the Refined Projecc Design. This projecr refinement would decrease 

grading/brush management impaccs of Draft EIR Project by over 2.3 acres and increase on-site 

preservation of sensitive habitat by approximarely 1.8 acres. A minor amount of grading and Zone I 

brush management would still occur on the north mesa associated wich the Salk Community Center 

Building and underground parking structure similar to the Draft EIR Project. Direct impacts to 

sensitive biological resources (upland habitats), including maritime succulent scrub (Tier I) and Diegan 

coastal sage scrub (including disturbed; Tier II), would be reduced to less chan 0.1 acre (i.e., below the 

City significance thresholds); thus, significanc direcc impacrs co sensicive upland habitat would be 

completely avoided by the Refined Project Design. Impaccs co southern mixed chaparral described for 

the Draft EIR Project also would be avoided, and impacts to a portion- of the coastal California 

gnatcatcher territory outside the MHPA would be substantially reduced by the Refined Projecr 

Design. Table P-2, Comparison of Project Impacts: Draft EIR Project and Reduced Project Design, shows the 

reduction in habirat impacrs that would occur under the Refined Projecr Design. Potentially 

significant impacts to raptor habitat caused by the proposed removal of eucalyptus crees in the 

developed portion ofthe site would be similar co chose described for the Draft EIR Project. With the 

exception of the above-described changes surrounding the Salk Community Cencer Building, and the 

south mesa (no development), development on the rest of the campus would remain the same as 

identified in the Draft EIR. 

Due co the eliminacion of developmenc on che souch mesa, potentially significant indirect effects on 

habitat from grading/development and invasive species intrusion and on sensitive wildlife in the 

MHPA from construction noise associated with implementation of the Refined Project Design would 

be less than those expected for the Draft EIR Project, but still potentially significant. The buffer 
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between sensitive habitat, in particular vernal pools, and proposed development, would increase from 

30 to 40 feet along the western end of the north mesa due to the reconfiguration of the Salk 

Community Center Building. This increased buffer would benefit edge conditions. 

Table P-2 
COMPARISON OF PROJECT IMPACTS: 

DRAFT EIR PROJECT AND REFINED PROJECT DESIGN 

VEGETATION COMMUNITIES/ 

HABITAT 

Maritime succulent scrub 

Diegan coastal sage scrub 

Diegan coastal sage scrub — disturbed 

Southern mixed chaparral 

Disturbed habitat 

Ornamental 

Developed 

MSCP 

TIER 

I 

II 

n 
IIIA 

IV 

IV 

TOTAL 

IMPACTS (acrefsl)* 

DRAFT EIR 
PROJECT 

0.04** 

0.87 

0.67 

0.25 

0.17 

0.09 

9.25 

11.34 

REFINED 
PROJECT 
DESIGN 

0.03 

0.01 

0.04 

— 

0.17 

0.09 

S.64 

8.98 
Source: HEUX 2008a 

•Impact numbers include Brush Management Zone 1 impact acreages. Given that Brush Management Zone 2 is considered impact 
neutral, impact numbers are nor quantified. 

**Impacts to 0.03 acre of maritime succulent scrub include less than 0.01 acre (i.e., 100 sf) within the on-site existing open space 
easement. 

As noted above, a MHPA boundary line adjustment is proposed as part of the Salk Institute Master 

Plan. The amount (0.05 acre) and types (maritime succulent scrub, disturbed habitat and developed 

land) of habicac removed from che MHPA under the Refined Project Design would be the same as rhe 

Draft EIR Projecr; however, the amount of habitat added to the MHPA would be approximately 1.32 

acres, compared to the 3-27 acres proposed in the Draft EIR. The decrease in MHPA dedication 

associated with che Refined Project Design is directly related to the decrease in impacts to habitat. 

This boundary line adjustment would result in a net gain of 1.27 acres, including vernal pools, Diegan 

coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub and discurbed habitat, in the MHPA (see revised EIR 

Figure 5.3-3, MHPA Boundaiy Adjustment for the Refined Project Design). 

As illusrrated in Figure 5.3-3, the overall configuration ofthe proposed MHPA boundary adjustment 

also would be different under the Refined Project Design, since it would not involve land on the souch 

mesa due to the elimination of development on the souch mesa and corresponding elimination of 

compensatory habitat mitigation requirements (i.e., impacts co less chan 0.1 acre do noc require 

micigacion under che City of San Diego Biological Guidelines). However, the north mesa MHPA f i 
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configuration would be identical to what was proposed for the north mesa MHPA area in the Draft 

EIR. Habitat management, including installation of a barrier along the sidewalk of Torrey Pines 

Scenic Drive, would be implemented for the MHPA on the northern mesa. As described in the H M P 

(HELIX 2008b), ocher types of habitat management also would take place in the M H P A . The 

proposed M H P A boundary line adjustment would comply with the six factors outlined in che MSCP 

Subarea Plan (as noted in Section 6.1.6 of the project BTR). No new significant impacts to the 

M H P A would occur under the Refined Project Design; rather, beneficial acreage would be added ro 

the MHPA. 

N o new significant or more severe biological resources impacts would occur under the Refined Project 

Design; the impacts identified in the Draft EIR would be substantially reduced through the 

elimination of grading and development on part ofthe site. 

Historical Resources 

Implementation of the Refined Project Design would result in the same impacts to the historical 

landscape features in the east parking lot and spatial associations on the norrh and east mesas, and the 

same potential impacts to subsurface structural remains of Camp Callan on the north mesa and 

historic-era and unknown prehistoric archaeological resources potentially buried on sire, as the Draft 

EIR Project (refer to Section 5.4, Historical Resources, of this Final EIR). The Refined Project Design 

would protect the integrity of the historic laboratory building, in accordance with the Secretary of 

Interior Standards (see Table 5.4-1 in this Final EIR), through observation ofthe same buffer between 

new and old structures as observed by the Draft EIR Project. Thus, by eliminating development on 

che south mesa, the Refined Project Design would reduce projecr impacts on spatial relationships with 

the existing historic resources on site, and no new significant impacts to historic resources would 

occur. Potentially significant impacts to unknown (buried) historic and pre-historic archaeological 

resources would be slightly less than for the Draft EIR Project, due to the elimination of grading on 

the south mesa, the Refined Project Design would not result in any new or more severe significant 

impacts to historic resources. 

Traffic/Circulation 

Like the Draft EIR Project, the Refined Project Design would add new space to the Salk Insti tute 

campus that would generate traffic and increase demand for parking on che campus. As shown in 

Table P-3, Comparison of Maximum Future Project Daily Trip Generation, che Refined Project Design 

would produce slighdy less craffic than the Draft EIR Project due to the reduction in proposed square 

foorage. Even with the reduction in average daily traffic volumes (ADT), however, the refined projecr 

would result in the same significant and unmitigable traffic impacts as the Draft EIR Project (refer to 

Section 5.5, Traffic/Circulation, o f the Final EIR). Eliminating the daycare facility and housing from 

rhe project would reduce daily vehicle trips ro/from the Salk Institute campus assumed in the Draft 
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EIR by approximately 192 ADT, as 96 ADT were conservatively assigned to the temporary housing 

quarters and the daycare faciliry, respectively. As a result of leaving the south mesa undeveloped, 

fewer trips would be generared along Salk Institute Road by the Refined Project Design. 

( ) 

Table P-3 
COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM FUTURE PROJECT DAILY TRIP GENERATION: 

DRAFT EIR PROJECT AND REFINED PROJECT DESIGN1 

(ASSUMES 100% OF SQUARE FOOTAGE) 

Use 

Scientific Research 

Draft EIR Project2 

Size (sf) 

210,2004 

ADT 

1,682 

Refined Project Design3 

Size (sf) 

186,200" 

ADT 

1,490 
Source: USAI 2006 
Notes: 
1 Rates as stated in the Gty of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, May 2003-

:Trip generation volume for the Draft EIR Project assumes all new building square footage would contribute trips, when in reality the 
daycare facility, greenhouses and dining space and other support uses within the Salk Community Center Building would not generate 
new trips. 
3 Trip generation volume for the Refined Project Design assumes al! new building square footage would contribute trips, when in realiry 
the greenhouses and dining space and other support uses within the Salk Community Center Buiiding would not generate new trips. 
4 Excludes 29,000 s.f. of new building.space that would be offset by 29,000 s.f. of demolition. 

Although traffic impacts would be reduced by the Refined Projecc Design, the significant and 

unmitigable project and cumulative impacts to the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange that were 

identified in the Draft EIR would not be avoided, due to the currently degraded condition of the 

interchange and future predictions that levels of service would continue to be degraded during 

buildout conditions. See the Buildout (Year 2030) Scenario discussion in Subsection 5.5-2 of the EIR 

for more information. As che Refined Project Design would build less square footage than the Draft 

EIR Project, the parking requirements of the refined project are reduced from those stated in the Draft 

EIR. The total number of proposed parking spaces, therefore, has been adjusted to reflect the reduced 

parking needs of the Refined Project Design. The project would still provide parking in accordance 

wirh the SDMC and in excess of that required by the City. 

No new significant or more severe direct or cumulative traffic/circulation impacts would occur with 

implementation ofthe Refined Project Design. 

Air Qualiry 

No significant air qualiry impacts would result from the Refined Project Design or the Draft EIR 

Project as discussed in Section 5.6 of the EIR. Development of the Refined Project Design would 

produce less air pollutant emissions than the Draft EIR Project since the daycare faciliry and housing 

units would not be constructed or occupied. Similar to the Draft EIR Project, pollutant emissions 

generated by the refined project would not exceed the City's significance thresholds, violate any air 
( i 
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quality standards or contribute substantially to an air quality violation (see Section 5.6, Air Quality, of 

this Final EIR). Finally, implementation of the Refined Project Design would noc expose sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations at intersections nor would significant quantities of 

hazardous emissions be produced. 

As with the Draft EIR Project, less than significant air quality impacts would arise; no new or more 

severe significant air quality impacts would resulr from implementation of the Refined Project Design. 

Noise 

Under che Refined Project Design, elimination of the daycare facility would remove the anticipated 

noise that would have been generated by the facility's playground featured in the Draft EIR Project. 

Significant operational noise impacts would be avoided by the Refined Project Design, just as they are 

avoided by the Draft EIR Project, as neither project would exceed City noise standards. Under the 

Refined Project Design, traffic noise would be produced at rates lower than those assumed for the 

Draft EIR Project, thus traffic noise impacts would remain less than significant (refer to the Section 

5.7, Noise, ofthe EIR). No new significant traffic or operational noise impacts would occur under the 

Refined Project Design. 

Significant temporary impacts to adjacent residences from construction noise at the daycare and 

housings sites would be reduced by the Refined Project Design since no new structures would be built 

near the existing residences along the southern property boundary. The construction-related impacts 

would, however, not be eliminated completely by the Refined Project Design because construction of 

the Torrey East Building and greenhouses would still occur and could result in temporary noise 

impacts on the southerly residential receprors (refer to the Construction Noise discussion in Subsection 

5.7.2 of the EIR). Construction-related noise impacts to the daycare and housing caused by the 

construction of other proposed structures would be avoided by the Refined Project Design. As such, 

temporary noise impacts would be substantially less in magnitude and duration but would remain 

significant. 

No new significant or more severe noise impacts would occur with implementation of the Refined 

Project Design. 

Hvdrologv/Water Oualitv 

No significanc hydrology/water qualicy impacts would occur for the Refined Project Design or the 

Draft EIR Project. The Draft EIR concluded that that projecc would resulc in a net decrease of 

impervious surface area, with a slight net increase in runoff generation within the site (refer to 

Subsection 5.8.2 within Section 5-8, Hydrology/Water Quality, ofthis Final EIR for further information). 

The same overall trend would occur under the Refined Projecc Design, although the 6.4-cubic feet per 
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second increase in runoff thac was calculaced co occur ac the existing drainage outler on che souch mesa 

would noc occur because the daycare and temporary housing facilities would be eliminaced and che 

south mesa would be left undeveloped. As with the Draft EIR Projecr, runoff from the Refined 

Project Design would be handled by the existing storm drain and drainage network in the projecc 

area. Similar co the Draft EIR Project, the potential construction-related water quality impaccs caused 

by che erosion of discurbed soils and sedimencacion of downsrream waters would be avoided through 

the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) required by the City and Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. Operarional impacrs to water qualicy caused by minor increases in urban 

runoff would be lessened by che Refined Project Design since the south mesa would remain 

undeveloped. Similar to the Draft EIR Project, long-term water quality impacts under the refined 

project would be precluded by compliance with the City Stormwater regulations. 

No new significant or more severe hydrology or water qualiry impacts would occur with 

implementation ofthe Refined Projecc Design. 

Geology 

Elimination of development on the south mesa reduces the amount of grading in native material from 

levels analyzed in the Draft EIR. In addition, the slope stability analysis conducted for the Draft EIR 

Project concluded that a low potential for slope instability exists on site (refer to the Issue I discussion 

in Subsection 5.9-2 of Section 5-9, Geology, ofthe EIR); this same slope analysis applies to the Refined 

Project Design. Standard design, engineering and construction practices would prevent any potential 

impacts from seismic ground acceleration, soil erosion, expansive soils and oversize materials from 

occurring under either the Draft EIR Project or the Refined Project Design. 

Implementation of the Refined Project Design would not avoid any significant geology impacts since 

none are anticipated with the Draft EIR Project. Furthermore, no new significant or more severe 

geology impacts would occur with the Refined Project Design. 

Paleontological Resources 

Under the Refined Project Design, potentially significant impacts to buried fossil resources would be 

reduced in severity from those assumed for rhe Draft EIR Project since 2.3 less acres of grading and 

excavation would occur on the south mesa. Potentially significant impacts would still arise with the 

Refined Project Design, due to excavation to install underground parking on the east and north mesas 

and the basement-level research faciliry on the north mesa; however, these potential impacts would be 

unchanged from those identified in the Draft EIR (see Subsection 5.10.2 in Section 5-10, 

Paleontological Resources,.of this Final EIR). 
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No new significant or more severe impacts to paleontological resources would occur with 

implementation ofthe Refined Project Design. 

Comparative Alternatives Analysis 

Section 8.0 of the Draft EIR analyzed five build alternatives and compared the impacts of the 

alternatives to those of the Draft EIR Project. As discussed above under Comparative Environmental 

Analysis, the Refined Projecc Design would result in the less or similar environmental impacts as the 

Draft EIR Project related to land use, visual quality/neighborhood character, historical resources, 

traffic/circulation, air quality, noise, hydrology/water qualicy, geology and paleontological resources. 

Direct impacts to biological resources would be substantially reduced by the Refined Project Design 

through avoidance of grading on the south mesa. The following provides a discussion of che project 

alrernatives discussed in the Draft EIR, as they relate to the environmental impacts and objectives of 

the Refined Project Design described herein. The analysis is in substantial conformance with the 

conclusions reached in the Draft EIR for the original project (i.e., Draft EIR Project), with che 

exception of direct impacts to biological resources, which the Refined Project Design substantially 

reduces. 

Alternative Salk Communitv Center Building Layout 

Section 8.3.1 of the EIR contains a description and analysis of this alternative, which proposes 

different configurations for the Salk Community Center and Torrey East Building chan the Refined 

Project Design. Ic also concains che daycare facility and temporary housing quarters that have been 

eliminated by the Refined Project Design. The Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout 

would result in 5,000 sf less building area than proposed under the Refined Project Design. In 

comparison to the Refined Project Alternacive, this alternative would result in greater impacts to-

visual quality/neighborhood character due ro the view blockage caused by the arrangement of the 

buildings on che norch mesa and greacer impaccs co biological resources due to grading on the south 

mesa chat is avoided under the Refined Project Design. Impacts in the areas of historical resources, 

traffic/circulation, air quality, noise, geology and paleontological resources would be the same or less 

than anticipated for the Refined Projecr Design. As concluded in the Draft EIR, the Alternative Salk 

Community Center Building Layout would not avoid the significant unmitigable impacts to the 

I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange associated with the proposed project. 

Although the Alternarive Salk Community Center Building Layout would be consistent with many of 

the project objectives for rhe Refined Projecc Design, ic would incorporate daycare and housing uses 

that would cause additional impacts co biological resources, worsen construction noise impacts, and 

eliminate (and not enhance) the public view corridor across the north mesa to the ocean and scenic 

coastal resources nearby, resulting in a new significant and unmitigable impact. Additionally, this 

alternative would not avoid significant and unmitigable traffic impaccs (as noted above). 
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North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative 

This alternative would eliminate development on the south mesa, similar to the Refined Project 

Design, but unlike the Refined Project Design also proposes to construct the daycare facility and 

temporary housing quarters on the north mesa. As such, the North Mesa Intensified Development 

Alternative would resulr in 24,000 sf more building area than the Refined Project Design. Similar to 

the Refined Project Design, the MHPA boundary line adjustment would not extend across the south 

mesa. As noted in Section 8.3.2 ofthe EIR, placing the daycare and housing on the north mesa would 

result in a whole host of design complications that would not occur under rhe Refined Project Design. 

The North Mesa Incensified Developmenc Alcernarive would resulc in far greater impacts to visual 

quality/neighborhood character than the Refined Project Design due to view blockages caused by 

additional buildings on the north mesa. Direct impacts to biological resources of this alternative 

would be less than significant and similar to the Refined Project Design on the south mesa. Indirect 

impacts to biological resources would be slightly greater on the north mesa due to the development's 

proximity to habitat, in particular vernal pools, to the west and che need for brush management in the 

proposed MHPA that would noc be necessary under the Refined Project Design. Impacts in the areas 

of air quality, hydrology/water quality, geology, noise and paleontological resources would be the 

same or slightly less than anticipated for the Refined Projecr Design. Impacts to historical resources 

caused by changes in spatial relationships would be far greater than the Refined Project Design due to 

the development intensity on the north mesa and lack of a buffer between new and old structures. 

Impacts due to noise (construction) would be worse to on-site uses than the Refined Project Design 

due to the construction of the Salk Community Center in close proximity to the daycare and housing 

uses. 

With regard to the objectives ofthe Refined Project Design, the North Mesa Intensified Developmenc 

Alternative would not be consistent with the scope and general intent of the planning and 

architectural theme envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the 

north mesa, would eliminate the public view corridor across the north mesa and would not enhance 

existing landscape and structures. Similar to conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, chis alternative 

would create a new significant and unmitigable visual qualicy impact, would not avoid the significant 

and unmitigable traffic impact, and would not achieve many of the basic project objectives (as noted 

above). 

Neighborhood Proposed Alrernative 

This alternative would eliminate development on the south mesa, similar to the Refined Project 

Design, but (unlike the Refined Project Design) also proposes to construct the daycare facility and 

temporary housing quarters on the norrh mesa, decrease the size of the Salk Community Center, 

increase the size of the Torrey East Building and modify the arrangement of uses on the north mesa. 

The Neighborhood Proposed Alrernative would result in 10,000 sf less building area than the Refined 
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Project Design. Similar to the Refined Project Design, the MHPA boundary line adjustment would 

not extend across the south mesa. As noted in Secrion 8.3-3 of che EIR, placing the daycare and 

housing on the north mesa would'result in many of the design complications that make che North 

Mesa Intensified Development Alternative undesirable for the applicant that would not occur under 

rhe Refined Project Design. 

The Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would resulr in far greater. impacts to visual 

quality/neighborhood character than the Refined Projecr Design due to view blockages caused by 

additional buildings on the north mesa." Direct impacts to biological resources would be less fhan 

significant and similar to the Refined Project Design on the south mesa. Indirect impacts to biological 

resources would be much greater on the norch mesa due to lack ofa buffer between development and 

adjacent habitat, in particular vernal pools, to the west and the need for brush management in the 

proposed MHPA that would not be necessary under the Refined Project Design. Impacts in the areas 

of air quality, hydrology/water qualiry, geology and paleontological resources would be the same as 

anticipated for the Refined Project Design. Impacts to historical resources caused by changes in 

sparial relationships would be far greater than the Refined Project Design due ro rhe increased 

development intensity on the north mesa and lack of a buffer, between new and old structures. 

Impacts due to noise (construction) would be worse to on-site uses due to the construction of the Salk 

Community Center in close proximicy to the daycare and housing uses. 

With regard to the objectives of the Refined Project Design, the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative 

would not be consistent with the scope and general intent of the planning and architectural theme 

envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the north mesa, would 

eliminate che public view corridor across rhe norrh mesa and would not enhance existing landscape 

and structures. Similar to conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, this alternative would create a new 

significant and unmitigable visual quality impact, would not avoid the significant and unmitigable 

traffic impacrs and would not achieve many ofthe basic project objectives (as noted above). 

Reduced Project Alternarive 

In an effort to avoid traffic impacts, the Reduced Project Alternative defined in the Draft EIR would 

restrict new sdentific research development to 40,000 additional sf as compared to the 2l5,200sf of 

scientific research space proposed under the Refined Project Alternarive (see Table 3-1 in the EIR). 

The daycare facility and other ancillary support uses to the scientific research space on site could still 

be constructed because they would not generate traffic. As such, a porrion of rhe development on the 

south mesa assumed in the Draft EIR Project would still be anticipated under this alternative. 

Overall, this alternative would reduce the Refined Project Design by approximately 176,000 sf. The 

Reduced Projecc Alternative would avoid the significant and unmitigable traffic impacc at the 

I-5/Genessee Avenue interchange; impacts to visual qualicy/neighborhood characcer, historical 

resources, air qualiry, noise, hydrology/water quality and paleontological resources would be similar to 
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or less than the Refined Project Design. Direct and indirect impacts to biological resources from this 

alternative would be greater than the Refined Project Design should the daycare facility be 

constructed. 

Although the Reduced Project Alternative would be consistent wich the planning and architectural 

theme envisioned for the site, would allow for the removal of temporary buildings and would 

substantially avoid significant traffic impacts of the Refined Project Design, it would not accomplish 

the basic project objectives of maximizing state of the art scientific research space and centralizing 

facilities for the Institute. It would also not enhance or expand environmental protection on sensitive 

resources on site as much as the Refined Project Design would. 

East Parking Lot Avoidance Alternative 

As described in Section 8.3.5 ofthe EIR, this alternative would involve constructing similar uses as 

contained in the Draft EIR Project, except it would eliminate the Torrey East Building and che eastern . 

parking garage. The daycare and housing components of the Master Plan that have been dropped 

from the Refined Project Design would be implemented under this alternative. As noted in the Draft 

EIR, adoption of chis alternacive would eliminate approximately 94,300 sf of scientific research space 

from the site, thus reducing che Refined Project Design proportionately. The East Parking Lot Impact 

Avoidance Alternative would allow the applicant to avoid disturbing known historic resources in the 

east parking lot, resulting is less impacts chan ancicipaced wich the Refined Project Design. Howevet, . 

the significant and unmicigable traffic impact che I-5/Genessee Avenue interchange would not be 

avoided by this alternative. New significant impacts co parking supply caused by the loss of an 

underground parking garage would be creaced by chis alternative. Because the reduction in square 

footage would occur in the developed portion of che campus, direct impacts to biology caused by this 

alternative would be greater than anticipated for the Refined Project Design. Similar to the Draft EIR 

Project, impaccs from chis alternative to archaeological resources, air quality, noise, hydrology/water 

quality, geology and paleontological resources would be similar to or less than those anticipated for 

the Refined Project Design. 

As stated Section 8.3.5 of the EIR, the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would be 

consistent with the scope of the design scheme envisioned for the sire buc would noc accomplish the 

basic project objeccives of the Refined Projecc Design, including developing new sciencific research 

facilities, providing centralized facilities, satisfying che parking needs of the site, and allowing for the 

removal of all temporary buildings on campus. In addition, it would not enhance or expand 

environmentaf protection of sensitive areas to the degree that the Refined Project Design would. 

In summary, only one of che project alternarives analyzed in rhe EIR would reduce the significant 

environmental impacts of the Refined Projecc Design and, in mosc cases, che alcernatives would 

introduce new significant impacts that would not be anticipated for the Refined Project Design (i.e., 

parking, biological resources, visual quality). The No Project Alternative would still result in minimal 
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environmental impacts. As such, the Reduced Project Design would still be considered the 

Environmentally Superior Alternative for its ability to reduce the severity of significant and 

unmitigable traffic impact ofthe Refined Project Design, relative to other project alternatives. Table 

P-4, Comparison of Refined Project Design with Project Alternatives, provides a summary of rhe alternatives 

discussion provided herein. 

Conclusions 

The changes, to the proposed Salk Insticuce Master Plan associated with the Refined Project Design 

(i.e., elimination of che proposed daycare facilicy and cemporary housing quarcers, minor 

reconfiguracion of che proposed Salk Communiry Cencer Building, and eliminacion of rhe proposed 

surface parking adjacenr to and westward extension of Salk Institute Road) would not introduce any 

new impacts, significant or otherwise, that were not addressed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, the 

significant impacts to biological resources and noise idencified in the Draft EIR would be reduced or, 

in some instances, avoided, with implementation ofthe Refined Ptoject Design described and analyzed 

in this Preface to the Final EIR. Finally, all ofthe uses proposed under the Refined Project Design and 

its projecc alrernatives were analyzed in rhe Draft EIR that was circulated for public review and which 

the public had adequate time to comment on. 

As described for each issue area on the preceding pages, no new project components are proposed and 

no new significant impacts would occur under the Refined Project Design. Although a comparative 

analysis of each issue area addressed in the Draft EIR is contained herein, no significant new 

informarion has been added to the EIR. Although some new information that clarifies or amplifies 

information in the Draft EIR has been added in the form of minor project changes, in accordance with 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), this information is not considered "significant" because it 

does not change the EIR in "a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 

upon a substantial adverse environmentai effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 

such an effect (including a feasible project alternative)" that the applicant has declined to implement. 

Additionally, recirculation is not required if no new significant environmental impact or substantial 

increase in the severity of an impact would result from the project; in fact, each analysis herein 

concluded nor only that no new significant impacts would occur under the Refined Project Design, 

but that impacts from the refined project would be the same as or less than chose identified in the 

Draft EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(aXl)). 

Based on the impact conclusions summarized above, the analyses presented in che Draft EIR 

adequately address the Refined Project Design, and no additional analysis beyond that provided herein 

needs to be added to this document. Moreover, recirculation is not mandated because the new 

information presented herein merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificanc modifications in an 

adequate EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)). Finally, in accordance with Section 

15088.5(e) of the State Guidelines, substantial evidence presented herein and in the applicable 

sections of this Final EIR supports the City's decision not to recirculate the Draft EIR. 
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Table P-4 
COMPARISON OF REFINED PROJECT DESIGN 

WITH PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental Issue 

Land Use 

Visual Quality/ 
Neighborhood Character 

Biological Resources 

Historical Resources 

Traffic/ Circulation 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Hydrology/ Water Quality 

Geology 

Paleontological Resources 

Refined 
Project 
Design 

LS 

LS 

SM 

SM 

SU 

LS 

SM 

LS 

LS 

SM 

No Project/No 
Development 

Alternative 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Alternative 
Salk 

Community 
Center 

Building 
Layout 

LS 

SU 

SM 

SM 

SU 

LS 

SM 

LS 

LS 

SM 

North Mesa 
Intensified 

Developnient 
Alternative 

LS 

SU 

SM 

SM 

SU 

LS 

SM 

LS 

LS 

SM 

Neighborhood 
Proposed 

Alternative 

LS 

SU 

SM 

SM 

SU 

LS 

SM 

LS 

LS 

SM 

Reduced 
Project 

Alternative 

LS 

LS 

SM 

SM 

LS 

LS 

SM 

LS 

LS 

SM 

East Parking 
Lot Impact 
Avoidance 
Alternative 

LS 

LS 

SM 

SM 

SU 

LS 

SM 

LS 

LS 

SM 

o 
o 
CO 

* Only the environmental effects found to bc significant for the proposed 
SU = Significant and Unmitigable; SM = Significant but mitigable; LS = 

project are included in this comparison matrix. 
Less than significant; N = No impact. 
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LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, A N D PUBLIC AGENCIES T H A T 
COMMENTED ON T H E DRAFT EIR 

A draft version of the EIR for rhe proposed Salk Inscitute Master Plan project (SCH #2004111049) was 
circulated for public review from March 22, 2007 to May 21, 2007. During the public review period a rotal 
of 16 letters of public comment were received. Agencies, organizations/special interesr groups and individuals 
submitting comments on the project are listed below, and organized by category. 

LETTER 
DESIGNATION FEDERAL AGENCIES ADDRESS 

RESPONSE 
PAGE 

B 

The Wildlife Agencies (combined letter 
from United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service and California Department of 
Fish and Game) 

United States Marine Corps 

6010 Hidden Valley Road RTC-6 
Carlsbad, CA 92011 

Marine Corps Air Scacion RTC-10 
P.O. Box 452000 
SanDiego. CA 92145 

STATE AGENCIES 

Nacive American Herirage Commission 

Department of Parks and Recreation, 
San Diego Coast District 

COUNTY, CITY, AND OTHER 
LOCAL AGENCIES 

915 Capitol Mall 
Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

4477 Pacific Highway 
SanDiego, CA 92110 

RTC-12 

RTC-16 

University City Planning Group 

ORGANIZATIONS 

c/o Linda Colley, Chairperson RTC-18 

National Trust for Historic Preservation, The Hearst Building 
Western Office 5 Thitd Street, Suite 707 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RTC-33 

H 

San Diego County Archaeological 
Society 

Kwaaymii, Laguna Band of Indians 

\ • 

P.O. Box 81106 
SanDiego, CA 92138 

c/o Carmen Lucas 
P.O. Box 775 
Pine Valley, CA 

RTC-38 

RTC-40 

RTC-1 
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LETTER 
DESIGNATION ORGANIZATIONS (cont.) ADDRESS 

RESPONSE r 
PAGE 

I 

K 

M 

San Diego Sierra Club 

Endangered Habicacs League 

San Diego Audubon Society 

San Diego Coastkeeper 

Friends of Rose Canyon 

INDIVIDUALS 

c/o Joanne H. Pearson RTC-45 

c/o Michael Beck, Director RTC-48 
8424-A Santa Monica Blvd., 
Suite 592 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

4891 Pacific Highway RTC-52 
Suite 112 
SanDiego, CA 92110 

2825 Dewey Road, Suite 200 RTC-54 
SanDiego, CA 92106 

6804 Fisk Avenue RTC-59 
SanDiego, CA 92122 

N 

O 

Courtney Ann Coyle 

Gary Fogel 

Ian Trowbridge 

Held-Palmer House 
1609 Soledad Avenue 

P.O.Box 12339 
La Jolla, CA 92029 

RTC-70 

RTC-124 

Non given; comments received RTC-127 
via e-mail 

Each of these letters was assigned a letter designation, as noted above, with each comment in che leccer 
numbered beginning wich the number one. Each letter is reprinted herein, along with a written response. 

The following pages provide the comment letter on the left side, with each specific commenc numbered in che 
left-hand margin, and correspondingly numbered responses to each comment on the right-hand side. Each 
comment and response is designated by both the letter assigned to that piece of correspondence; as well as the 
number assigned to che comment (e.g., Al , A2 and so on). 

Where similar comments were received from multiple sources, the reader may be referred ro another 
applicable response. For comments chac required modificacions co correct or clarify information in the Draft 
EIR, that fact is so stated, and the changes are identified via strike-out underline pages in this Final EIR. In 
some cases, comments and responses provide additional information, which is now a part of che Final EIR. 

( 
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U, S. Fisb and Wildlifo Seivice 
Coilsbad Fnh and Wildlife Office 
6010 Hidden Valley Rosd 
Cailibad, Califoniia 92011 
(760) 431-9*40 
FAX (760) 93(W)B46 

Califorms Depanmenl of Fish and Guns 
South Co»l Regional Office 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, CA Wl 23 
(858) 467-4201 
FAX (858)467-4299 

MAY 0 7 2007 

In Reply Refer To: 
FWS-SDG-1296.2 

Allison ShcrwooO 
Environmental Planner 
Cily of San Diego Development Services Cenler 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego.CA 92101 

Subject: Commenls on the Drafl Enviionmental Impacl Repon for Ihe Salk Instilute Masier 
Plan Project, City of San Diego, San Diego County. Califoniia (Project No. 44675, 
SCH# 2004111049) 

Dear Ms, Shenvood: 

The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the Califomia Depanmenl of Fish and Game 
(Department), hereafter collectively referred to as the Wildlife Agencies, have reviewed Ihe above-
referenced diaft Environmental Impacl Report (EIR) daled March 22. 2007, The comments 
provided herein are based on infonnation provided in the draft EIR and associated documents, our 
knowledge of sensitive and declining vegetation coramunilics in the County of San Diego, and our 
participation in regional conservation plannmg efforts. 

The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fish and wildlife 
resources and ibeir habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory birds, 
anadromous fish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in ihe United Slales. Tbe Service is 
also responsible for administering Ihe Federal Endangered Species Acl (Act) of 1973, as amended 
(16U.S.C. 1531 etseq.). Tbe Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant 
to the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Sections 15386 and 15381, respectively) and 
is responsible for ensuring appropriale conservalion of the slate's biological resources, including 
rare, thrcaiened, and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to ihe Califomia Endangered 
Species Act (CES A) and olher sections of the Fish and Game Code. The Department also 
administers the Natural Communily Conservation Planning (NCCP) Program. The City of San 
Diego currently participales in ihe NCCP program by implementing its approved Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan. 

Tbe project silc is located al 10010 North Torrey Pines Road, between Torrey Pines Scenic Drive 
and Salk Institute Rood. The projecl proposes lo constmct an additional 239,200 square feet of 
new research space to include new scientific research building(s), an administrative support 
building, day care facility for employees, support buildings, a below-grade facility to bouse 

o o o 
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Allison Sherwood (FWS-SDO-1296.2) 

specialized research equipmem. temporary residential quarters, and underground paiking. These 
uses and facilities would be construe led over a period of several decades. Tbe existing campus 
contains approwmately 290,000 square feet of building area and 600 parking spaces. 

The projecl site is within the Coastal Zone and a portion of it is within the Multi-Habitat Planning 
Area (MHPA) ofthe City's MSCP. The project would require an MHPA boundary line adjustment 
(BLA), which was approved by the Service and Department in November 2006 and Januaiy 2007, 
rcspcclivcfy. following consullation with the City. The BLA would add 3.27 acres of habitat into 
the MHPA and remove 0.05 acre (Table I), for a net gain to the MHPA of 3.22 acres. 

Table 1: MHPA Bou 

Vegetation Community 

southern willow scrub 
vemal pools 
maritime succulent scrub 
coastal sage scrub 
southern maritime chapairal 
southern mixed chaparral 
non-native Rrassland 

subtotal: 
disturbed 
ornamental 
non-native 
and developed area 

TOTAL: 

ndary Line Adjui 
added to 
MHPA 
0.02 
0.09 
0.05 
2.11 
0.01 
0.90 
0.O3 
3.21 
0.05 
— 

0.01 
— 

3.27 

rtment 
removed 

from MHPA 
-
-

0.02 
_ 
-
-
-

0.02 
0.01 
— 
-

0.02 
0.03 

Table 2 summarizes the acreages of tbe habitat types currently occupying the project site, the 
anticipated impacts lo these habitats from development ofthe proposed project, and the required 
mitigation. Additional mitigation for impacts to maritime succulent scrub would bc provided 
through a contribution lo the City's Habilal Acquisilion Fund (KAF), equivalent to 0.03 acre of 
Tier I habitat. Coastal California gnatcatcher (.Polioptila califomica califomica; gnatcatcher) were 
detected on site during surveys in 2000,2001, and 2003. Surveys conducted in 2004 for federally 
listed fairy shrimp in the vernal pools on sile were negative. An open space easement would be 
recorded over the land lo be added to the MHPA to provide on-site mitigation for impacts to 
sensitive habitats. 

RTC-4 
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Allison Sheirwood (FWS-SDG-1296.2) Par 3 

ncm-mitive urassland 
•ub total: 

distutbed 
ornamental 
non-n«ivc veaetation 
developed 

TOTAL: 

um 

IV 

rv 
IV 
IV 

0.03 
136 
0.62 
0.13 
0,05 
18.18 
26.34 

-
\ J 3 

an 
0.09 

— 
9.25 
1134 

1.71 

— 
-
.. 
., 

1.71 

Wc offer our comments and recommandations in the attached enclosure tousisllbeCilyii) 
avoiding, minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-rotated impacis to biological resource 
and to ensure that the project is consistent with ongoing teponal habitat consemtioa planning 
efforts. 

We appreciale the opportunity to comment ott the draft EIR for thia project IfyDuhavequestimH 
or comments regarding thii letter, please contact Ayoola Folarin ofthe Sen™ (760) 431-9440 « 
Healbtr Schmalbach oflhe Department at (858) 637-7168. 

^ ctf/ j ' k j Z — 
Sincerely, 

^/Thcrcac O'Rourkc 
Assistant Field Supervisor 
U.S. Ftsh and Wildlife Service 

Enclosure 

cc: State Clearinghouse 

MittjnglJ. Mullig 
Deputy Regional Manager 
Califomia Department of Fidi aadGarou 

o 
o 
o 
ro 
CD 
OQ 
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A2 

A3 

A4 

A5 

A6 

A7 

Wildlife Agency Comments and Recommendations on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Salk Institute Master Han Project 

I. The Wildlife Agencies typically consider the results of biological surveys to be current for 
up lo one year prior to the circulation of the project-related CEQA document, or the onset 
of pioject impacts depending on the lapse of time between the two. Therefore, we request 
(hat (a) protocol/focused surveys for gnatcatchers (last conducted in 2003) within the . 
project site and a surrounding SOO-foot buffer bc conducted within a year prior to the onset 
of project impacts; and, (b) the applicant provide us with a figure which plots the survey 
results relative to the project impact areas. This information is necessary to determine what 
measures, if any, beyond ihosc proposed in Ihe draft EIR, would be necessaiy lo ensure that 
project-related biological impacts are reduced to a level less than significanl. 

2. It is unclear from the draft EIR for which species of fairy shrimp protocol surveys were 
conducted on site. According to page 5.3-5 of the EIR, surveys were conducled only for 
Riverside fairy shrimp, because il is the only fairy shrimp species wilh a moderate potential 
to occur. The table on page 5.3-10 indicales Ibat Riveiside fairy shrimp have a low 
potential to occur, while San Diego fairy shrimp have a moderate potential to occur, and 
bolh were surveyed for in 2004. Please clarify for which species the surveys were done and 

_ the likelihood of either species to occur in the vemal pools on site. 

3. We recommend the Salk Institute adopt a policy of no pels for residents of ihe temporary 
Housing on site to reduce the potenliai for intrusion of pets into the preserved areas where 

__ they may impact sensitive species and habitats. 

4. The HMP indicates that the existing individual Nutlall's scrub oak within brush 
management Zone 2 would be tagged with a metai tag lo indicate it is to be avoided. The 
final EIR should require that any olher sensitive plant species that occur in Zone 2 areas 
would also be tagged foi avoidance in the future. 

5. The final EIR should be updated to reflect the outcome of the California Coastal 
Commission hearing of the City's Local Coastal Program (LCP) Major Amendment No. 1-
07 (Brush Management Regulations) conducted on February 15, 2007. Project impacts and 
mitigation requirements regarding brush management Zone 1 and Zone 2 should be revised 
and claiificd, as necessaiy. Any additional mitigation required for impacts to sensitive 
vegclalion communities from expanded brush management would require preservation of 

_ habitat beyond that provided pursuant to the already approved BLA. 

6. The draft EIR indicates thai brush managemenl would be conducted pursuant to Chapter 5, 
Articles, Division 92 ofthe San Diego Municipa] Code. However, this division of the 
Code was repealed in September 2005 by Ordinance 19413. The fmal EIR should be 

_ updated to cilc the currenl regulations regarding brush managemenl within the Cily. 

7. The draft EIR indicates thai impacts to nesting migratory birds are not signiflcanl due to 
compliance wilh the approved MSCP Subarea Plan. However, Ihe MSCP Subarea Plan 
docs not provide take for non-MSCP covered species, including many migratory avian 
species. In order to comply with seciions 3503 and 3503.5 oflhe Fish and Game Code and 

o 
o 
o 

to Al Protocol/focused surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher will be conducted in the 
MHPA that lies within 500-feet of the proposed construction within one year prior to the 
onset of project grading, as described in mitigation measure 5.3-7 in the EIR. The qualified 
biologist hired by the Salk Institute to conduct the survey will provide the Wildlife Agencies 
with a figure plotting the survey results relative to the project impacc areas, in accordance 
with their Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 10(a) Recovery Permit requirements. 

A2 As noted in Table 5.3-3 on page 5.3-10, protocol-level surveys were conducted on the proje 

site in 2004 for both San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp, and both wet and dry seast, 
surveys were negative for both species. The'statemcm on page 5.3-5 ofthe Draft EIR, which 
indicates that surveys were conducted only for the Riverside fairy shrimp, has been revised 
accordingly in the Final EIR. Table 5-3-3. however, is correct in classifying the San Diego 
fairy shrimp as having a moderate potential to occur, and the Riverside fairy shrimp as having 
a low potential to occur. As noted in the table, Riverside fairy shrimp have a low potential to 
occur on the project site because this species typically occurs in basins greater than 10 inches 
in depth, while the basins found on site are less than 10 inches deep. 

A3 The applicant is no longer proposing to construct the temporary housing quarters, therefore, 

there is no need for a "no pets policy," 

A-l Grading and development is no longer proposed on the south mesa where the Nuttall's scrub 
oaks occur. Any sensitive plant species that occur in brush management Zone 2 on the north 
mesa, such as barrel cactus, would be tagged prior to brush management as required by the 
project HMP 

A5 Projects appealed to the Coastal Commission are reviewed to determine whether they a r 

consistent with the certified local coastal program (LCP). In 1999, the Coastal Commissk 

certified the City of San Diego's Land Development Code, which included the pre-Cedar 
Fire brush management regulations. When ihe City of San Diego amends the Land 

Development Code, those amendments cannoi be applied to projects in the Coastal Zone 

until the Coastal Commission certifies the amendment. Although the post-Cedar f:ire brush 

management regulations amendment has been adopted for land outside of the Coastal Zone, 

the amendment as it pertains to land within the Coastal Zone (including the project site) is 
pending approval by the Coastal Commission, even following the February 15. 2007 hearing 

noted in the comment. 

To date, tlie Coastal Commission has not certified the post-Cedar Fire brush management 
regulations due to concerns that they do not conform to the minimum requirements ofthe 

Coastal Act due to impacts that Zone 2 brush management may have on Environmentally 
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A5 com. d 

o 
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA). In the February 15, 2007 public hearing, the Coastal CZi 
Commissioners proposed amendments to the post-Cedar Fire brush management regulations t*D 
and requested that the City staff and City Council review and adopt the proposed (~J 
amendments. The proposed amendments would require Zone 2 brush management to avoid C ^ 
ESHA and remain within the 25% development envelop for parcels entirely within the MSCH 
In addition to their proposed amendments to the Cily's post-Cedar Fire regulations, the 
Commissioners continued to support the usc of alternative compliance (such as firewalls) to 
shrink the width ofthe brush management zones as a means of avoiding ESHA. 

At the Februaiy 2007 heating, City staff was not supportive of the Coastal Commission's 
proposed amendments due to concerns that requiring all of Zone 2 to be included within 
the 25 percent development envelope would constitute an unconstitutional taking of private 
property. City staff also maintained their position that Zone 2 brush management is impact 
neutral and pre-mitigated by the MSCH Subsequently, the City Council adopted a revised 
brush management ordinance that inciuded some, but not all, ofthe Coastal Commission's 
proposed amendment. This revised brush management ordinance is not effective in the 
Coastal Zone until it is certified by the Coastal Commission. Coastal Commission staff has 
indicated to City staff that the City's revised ordinance is not acceptable and they have not 
ceitified it. 

Therefore, the EIR must analyze the project in accordance with the current applicable law, 
which is, for land within the Coastal Zone, the pre-Cedar Fire brush management regulations. 
Any EIR analysis of whether the project would comply with the post-Cedar Fire brush 
management regulations or the post-Cedar Fire brush management regulation amendments 
proposed by the Coastal Commission is speculative. In the interest of full disclosure, however, 
the City's proposed Local Coastal Program Amendment regarding brush management 
regulations was analyzed in the EIR; see pages 5.3-19 and 5.3-20. Additional mitigation tha 
could be required should the new brush management regulations be adopted also was included 
in the EIR; see Table 53-5 on page 5-3-20, Nevertheless, the City notes that the pre-Cedar 
Fire, the post-Cedar Fire, and the proposed Coastal Commission amendments to the post-
Cedar Fire brush management regulations ail allow the City Fire Chief to adjust the width of 
the brush management zones on a case-by-case basis, to account for site-specific conditions. 
This adjustment is called alternative compliance. Alternative compliance determinalions are 
based on the Fire Department's judgments about site- and project-specific characteristics thac 
can justify a change in the widths of the brush management zones. Because the proposed 
buildings would be constructed of concrete, which would provide a higher level of fire 
protection than wood structures, a reduction in the 100-foot brush management zone width 
may be justifiable while maintaining a level of fire protection that is functionally equivalent 
to tlie proposed regulations. 
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A5 cont. 

Finally, Zone Two brush management is also permitced in the MHPA because the MSCP's 
EIR determined that Zone Two brush management was impacc neutral and the statute of 

limitations for challenging the MSCP's EIR has long since expired. The City of San Diego, 

CDFG and USFWS were all parties to the MSCP and its Implementing Agreement. 

A6 As indicated in the comment, the EIR (in the Project Description on page 3-11) states that 
brush management activities on site would be conducted pursuant to Chapter 5, Article 5. 
Division 92 ofthe San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC). This statement has been revised to 
indicate that the City repealed the noted brush management regulacions in September 2005, 
except for land within the Coastal Zone where the Coastal Commission has not approved the 
code change. Furthermore, please note that language addressing the City's 2005 code change 
and pending LCP Amendment approval by the Coastal Commission was included on page 
5-5-19 of the Biological Resources section ofthe EIR, as discussed in response to commer 
A5 above. 

A7 The City has and will continue to comply with state laws protect ing bird species and agrees that 

the Migratory Bird Treaty Act protects all nesting bird species from direct impacts. However, 
it is not considered appropriate to consider direct or indirect effects to be a significant impact 
for non-MSCP covered (avian) species. Due to the documented sensitivity of gnatcatchers 
and raptors to disturbance, ic is generally recognized by state and federal jurisdictions that 
construction activities in the vicinity of nesting gnatcatcher and raptors can result in the 
abandonment of nests. Mitigation is proposed to avoid direct impacis to gnatcatchers during 
the breeding season (March 1 through August 15), see mitigation measure 5-3-7 in the EIR. 
There is some debate about how much of an effect construction noise has on the breeding 
success of non-covered species. There is no scientific evidence published which supports the 
conclusion that construction noise would significantly impact the reproductive success of all 
breeding birds. Theteforc, the Wildlife Agencies have taken a conservative approach in their 
interpretation ofthe Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Fish and Game Code by suggesting that 
the applicant observe a 300-foot buffer around all active bird nests (even those of common 
species that are not considered sensitive). Pursuant to CEQA and in accordance with the 
MSCP Subarea Plan, it is not considered appropriate for the City to impose mitigation o-
a project for less than significant impacts to bird species that are not listed or considerct 
sensitive by the Wildlife Agencies. 

& 

o 
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Allison Sherwood (FWS-SDG-1296.2) Enclosure, Page 2 

A7 
Cont. 

A8 

ensure no direct impacts to active avian nests, construction activilies (including vegetation 
clearing and grubbing) within or adjacent to avian nesting habitat should occur outside of 
the avian breeding season (January IS to August 31), or sooner if a qualified biologist 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of tbe Wildlife Agencies that all nesting activities on site 
arc compietc. Additionally, we recommend that pre-construction surveys be performed by 
a City-approved biologist to determine the presence or absence of nesting birds within 300-
fcet (500-fcet for raptors) of the construction area prior to the initiation of construction-
related aclivities if construction (other than vegetation clearing and grubbing) should occur 
during the breeding season. The pre-consmiction surveys should bc conducted within 10 
calendar days prior to the start of construclion, and the results submitted to the City fot 
review and approval prior to initiating any construction aclivities. If nesting birds are 
detected, a City-approved biologist should prepare and submit to the City for review and 
approval a miligalion plan to ensure thai disturbance of breeding activities is avoided. The 
biologist should implement the City-approved miligalion plan to the satisfaction of the 
City. 

Any planting stock brought onto the project site for landscaping should be first inspected by 
a qualified pest inspector to ensure it is free of pest species that could invade natural areas, 
including but not limited to, Argentine ants {Iridomyrmex humil), fire ants (Solenopsis 
invicta) and other insect pests. Any planting stock found to be infected with such pests 
should not bc allowed on the project site or within 300 feet of natural habitats. The stock 
should bc quarantined, treated, or disposed of according lo best management principles by 
qualified experts in a manner ihat precludes invasions into natural habitats. 

o 
o 
o 
CO 

o 

A8 The following language has been added to the landscape design guidelines for the project on 

file with the City: Any planting stock brought onto the project site for landscaping should be 

first inspected by a qualified pest inspector to ensure it is free of pest species that could invade 

natural areas, including but not limited to, Argentine ants {Iridomyrmex humil), fire ants 

(Solenopsis invicta) and other insect pests. Any planting stock found to be infected with such 

pests should not be allowed on the project site or within 300 feet of natural habitats. The 

infected stock shall be quarant ined, treated, or disposed of according to best management 

principles by qualified experts in a manner that precludes invasions into natural habitats . 
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION 

P.O. aOX«2000 
SAN DIEGO. CA G1145-2000 

1L103 
CP&L/44G75 
April 9, 2007 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES CENTER 
ATTN ALLISON SHERWOOD 
1222 FIRST AVENUE MS 501 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101-4155 

RE: UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN; SALK INSTITUTE MASTER PLAN; 10010 
NORTH TORREY PINES ROAD, JOB ORDER NUMBER 42-3122, PN 44675, APN 
342-010-38 

Dear Ms. Sherwood, 

This is in response to Che March 2007 Salk Institute Master Plan 
Environmental Impacc Report (EIR) which addresses future 
development within the University Communicy Planning area. 

The proposed site is contained within Che "MCAS Miramar AICUZ 
Study Area' identified in the 2005 Air installations Compatible 
Use Zones (AICUZ) Update for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 
Miramar. This area will be affected by operations of military 
fixed and rotary-wing aircraft transiting,to and from MCAS 
Miramar. The project is located within the adopted 2004 MCAS 
Miramar Airport Influence Area (AIA) and outside the SO dB 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contours. The 
proposed project is consistent wich AICUZ land use compacibility 
guidelines for Miramar operations. 

This location will experience noise impacCs from the Seawolf 
Flight Corridor for fixed-wing operations. The site will also 
experience noise impacts from Che Beach and Fairways Flight 
Corridors for helicopter operacions. 

Occupants will routinely see and hear fixed and rotary-wing 
aircraft and experience varying degrees of noise and vibration. 
Consequently, we are recommending full disclosure of noiae and 
visual impacCs Co all initial and subsequent purchasers, lessees, 
or other pocencial occupants. 

BI 

o 
o 
o 
co 
o 
CO 

The Institute is located approximately 5 miles west of MCAS Miramar, As stated in the 
comment, the nearesc flight corridor for fixed-wing operations associaced with MCAS is the 
Seawolf Departure Corridor, and che nearest helicopter operations corridors are the Beach 
and Fairways corridors, all of which are located to the north of the project site. As stated 
in the EIR (page 5.1-13). the City recognizes that the Salk campus is located within the 
MCAS Miramar Airport Influence Area, that it is currently subject to routine overflights 
by military aircraft, and that this condition is expected to continue in the future. Although 
people residing or working at the Institute would be exposed to varying degrees of noise 
and vibration from aircraft, flights near che Institute are not low enough or frequent enough 
to create significant vibration impacts, and noise associated with overflight activities would 
constitute only a nuisance. The applicant is currently seeking a consistency determination for 
the proposed project with regard to the operations of MCAS Miramar from the San Diego 
County Regional Airport Authority (acting as the Aiiport Land Use Commission) and wii' 
obtain it prior lo the constmction of new buildings. 
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11103 
CPtL/44675 
April 9, 2007 

Normal houra of operation at MCAS Miramar are as follows: 

BI 
Cont. 

Monday chrough Thursday 
Friday 
Saturday, Sunday, Hoiidays 

7:00 a.m, to 12:00 midnight 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m, 
8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

MCAS Miramar is a master air station, and as such, can operate 24 
hours per day, 7 days per week. Fiscal and manpower conscraints, 
as well as efforts Co reduce the noise impacts of our operations 
on the surrounding communicy, impose che above hours of operation, 
Circumstances frequently arise which require an extension of Chese 
operating hours. 

Thank you for Che opportunity to review this land use proposal. 
IC we may be of any further assistance, please contact Mr. Juan 
Lias at (658) 577-6603. 

Community Plans and Liaison Officer 
By direction of Che Commanding Officer 

Copy to: 
City of San Diego, Project Manager, Laura Black 
University Communicy Planning Group, Chair, Linda Colley 
San Diego CounCy Regional Airport Authority, Linda Johnson 
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flTATBOFCAlfOBm • .Qnt^fpor 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
t i t CAPITOL H U l . flOOM I U 
SACRAMEHTO. CA M i l * 

FD(* ia)MT4*M 

M M M : d>.Mhe*pM(Hfl Jlrt 

A M I 25. 2007 

Ma. Alston Sh«nvood 

C I T Y O F S A N D I E O O 
1222 RrWAvsnu*. MS 501 
Sen Dtsgo, CA B2101 

Re: SCHf20P4U1049: CEQA N o B o ot Comnlr ton- d ian Enyfronnienai I m ^ c t Raport ( D q p ) lor S^ll i l i i t i l M f l 
Mat ter Plan: Citv of San Diaco: Snn D I M O Counts, flplltomfr 

Daar M i . Shamood: 

Th ink you tor tha opportunity to corranant on tha abova*afarancad documant Tha Nattva Am*rican 
HaiHaga Commiaaion la tha atata'a Truataa Agnncy for Nattva Amartcan Cuftural Raaourcaa. Tha CaBfomta 
environmental Quiltty Act (CEQA) laquirea that any profact that cauaaa a aubatanflal advana change In Bta 
•igniflcanca of an tmtortccl raaourca. that IrWuttea archaadotfcat m o u r c a t , i t a 'tlgrtflcant affacf raqulrtng tha 
prapaiadon of an Envlronmantal Impact Raport (EIR) par CEQA guldaSnaa % 15064,5jb)(c). tn ordar to compty with 
thia provttlDit. tha l*od igancy n taquirad to aaaaaa whattier tho project will hava an advaraa Impact on thoaa 
raaourcM wrttHn tha 'araa o( potoir tr i effact (APE)', and It ao. to mtttgata that affact. To adaquataty a t t a t t tha 

, projectralatad impacts on hiato<fcat reaourcet, t h * Commiaaion reoommendt tha toltowing action: 
J Contact t h * •ppeopriate Catfonila HMorlc Ratomcoa Information Cantar (CHRIS ! Contact information for lha 
Intotmation Canter nearest you la avaflabta from tha State Office of HMtirtc Pretaivatlon (D16fiS3-727aV 
htlDJ\w>w.oho.parka.ca.gov/10ga/niaW1C%20Ro«ar.iic« Tha tacord ta t rch will determine: 

• If a pan or tha anttra APE haa baan pravloutly turvayed for culturel reaourcet 
If any known cuttutal leaoureoa have already been recorded In or adjacenl to tha APE. 

• It the probebdty la k w , moderata, m high that cultural reaourcea are located In the APE. 
• If a aurvay I t roquirod to datarmlne whattwr prevloutly unracordod cuttural lo tourcat are preaent 
V If an arctiaaologlcal Inventoty aunay n tequlrad. the final t taf lo Is the ptoparaHon of a profeasional report detailing 
the Ondtaga and racommandaliona of the tacorda aaaich and I M d aurvay. 
• The final raport containing alta (ormt, t l ta algnlllcanca. and mrHootion maaaurora ahoutd be tubmllted 

Immadataty to tho planning dapartmant. All Information rogardng atta locathma, Naflvt Ameilcan human 
remalna, and sssodatad funoiary obt tc t t ahould be In a aeparate conldantlal oddondum. and not be made 
avaHatta (or pubtc dadoture . 

• Tlie final wittton raport ahoutd ba tubmlttad wllhln 3 morHht after work h o t bean complatad to tha apptopriata 
regional aichaoologltal (ntomotten Cantar. 

V Contact the Native Amarlcan Horttaga Commlt t lon (NAHC) (or 
* A Sacred Land* f Ha (SLF) taarch o l the projact araa and Information on tubal contact* In the project 
vWnlty thai may have addttonol cuftural raaourca Intormaflon. Pleaaa pnnrida (hit office with the foltowtng 
dtalion format to eatiat with lha SocradLandaFleeaarch raquett y ^ f i ^ ' ^ - ^ - T l l " ^ quadtand^ pnatton 
with name. towfffhlCL ranna and tad ton : . 

• Tha NAHC atfriaaa the uaa o( Maflve A n w i c a n Morttwa to enaure propw MentfflcsOon and a r e given cuttutal 
raaourcaa that may be dacovarod The NAHC rocommendt that contact be mode with Native A m p t f o n 
Contecta on tha ottachad flat to gat thoir Input on potonSal projact Impact (APE). 

V Lack of turfeca evktenca of archaoto^ca) foaourcao doet not pradude their aubaurfaca extotance. 
• Lead agendaa ahoutd Indude In theli mUgaton plan ptovtatona fot the Idonflflcallon and evatuaOon ol 

acddontslly dlacovarad aichaola{rical raaourcaa, per CaHfomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (f). 
In a r a t t o l Idantiftad airhaaotetfcal aanttttvtty, a cartffiad arcliaaotetfrt and a cuttunDy offltatad Msttva 
American, with knoiMadge In ciAural raaourcaa. ahoutd monitor ad ground^Mutblno acOvtSea. 

• Lead agendaa should Indude in their mltigaUon plan ptmtalona for tho dtpoaMon of racoverad artHictt, In 
con t iAs lon with cuflurarty sflUiatgd Nstive Ameiicana. 

V Lead agandat ahould indude provltJona for A c o v a r y of Native American human ramrtnt or unmt ikad camalai tM 
In their mttlgallon plant. 

Cl 

C2 

O 
o 
o 
CO 
o 

It should be noted that the remaining actions recommended in the current NAHC letter 
already have been carried out or will be implemented as project mitigation, and are 
documented in Section 5.4, Historical Resources, ofthe EIR, as well as in response to comment 
C2, below. 

The Salk Institute campus has been surveyed several times over the years, as detailed on 
page 5-4-6 ofthe EIR. No cultural resources were identified within the sludy area during 
previous cultural resource monitoring (1992) or surveys (2000). And the most recent survey, 
an archaeological field survey performed in 2005 for the proposed project, also revealed that 
no cultural resources exist on site. Please note that, in response to the publication of the 
Notice of Preparation for the Salk Institute Master Plan EIR, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) sent a letter to the City documenting the Sacred Lands File records 
search it performed for the Salk Institute campus. The letter, dated November 24, 2004, 
indicated that the records search failed to turn up any Native American cultural resources in . 
the immediate project area. The findings of the 2004 Sacred Lands File records search ar 
documented on page 5.4-6 of the EIR and the NAHC letter is included in Appendix A to 
the EIR. In addition, a literature review and archival records search for the Institute campus 
was conducted at the South Coast Information Center at San Diego State University, which 
is the California Historic Resources Information Center (CHRIS) in San Diego County, in 
preparation for the 2005 survey. The CHRIS search also failed to indicate the presence of 
Native American cultura! resources on campus. 

It should also be noted that a Native American Contacts list similar to the one attached to 
this EIR comment letter was attached to the 2004 NAHC tetter. The City initiated a Native 

American consultation on the project with the appropriate tribes as requited by Government 
Code Section 65352.3, and continues to consult with the responsive tribal representatives in 
accordance with state law. 
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C2 
Cont. 

* CEQA Guicfetlnaa, SecHon 15DS4.S(d) itqulree the lead agency to work wHh the Nntfva Americam Idenlitied 
by VU* Commiation If the irettl Stutfy htonlHIea the presence « ikt ty preeince ot Nattve American human 
lametna wtthin tha APE CEQA OtHdalnee pfovide tot agieemenb wWi Nattvo Amencan, Idanljflad by the 
NAHC, to anu ia Kia appfnpilaM and dlsnffled traatnienl of Native American human remalnt and any attodated 
orave l leni. 

•J Health and Safety Code 57050.5. PuWIc Reaouicea Code §5087.98 and Soc. §15084.5 (d| o! tha CEQA 
GukMnot mondsta procedure! to be followed tn the event ol an accidtntal dlecovery of any humin temaint in t 
location other than a dedcatad cemeteiy. 
V La id eaendea thould carmlder avoldanee. a t dgflned In < 15370 ot the CEQA GuideUnea, when elppHtamt cultuial 
reteurcea are diecoveied dunno the couraa ot Diotect olanninQ-

lo contact me at (916) 0534251II you have any quetDont 

Cc. SUIB aaecMhousa 

AtttchmBfit: Ust oINatiya Amartcan Contaca 

C2 cont. 
o 
o 

Although no cultural resources turned up nn site in the records searches, none were observed ( ^ } 
during field surveys or are known to exist on site, and the City does not anticipate t h e f ^ 
accidental discovery of any such resources or human remains. Nevertheless, it has been f**y 
determined, based on information received from the Native American community during the rt'J 
SB 18 Consultation process, that the possibility.exists for unknown buried cullural resources 
to bc uncovered during site preparation, excavation and grading operations. Therefore, 
mitigation in the form of archaeological and Native American construction monitoring is 
required, including specific provisions for the discovery of human remains, as detailed in 
Section 5.4 ofthe EIR and in the project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
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Natlv* Amarlcan Contacts 
San Diego County 

April 25. 2007 

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 
Harlan Ptnlo, Sr., Chairperson 
PO Box 2250 Kumeyaay 
A l p i n e . C A 91903-2250 

wmJcfclln@laanlngrDck.n9t 
(619) 445-6315-voice 
(619)445-9126-lax 

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 
Leroy J. Elliott. Chairperson 
PO Box 1302 Kumeyaay 
Boulevard • CA 91905 
(619)766-4930 
(619) 766-4957 Fax 

Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians 
Johnny Hernandez, Spokesman 
PO Box 130 Diegueno 
Santa Ysabel , CA 92070 
brandielayloi@vBhoo.com 
(760) 765-0845 
(760) 765-0320 Fax 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay 

V(e|as Band ot Mission Indians 
Bobby L. Barrett Chairperson 
PO Box 908 
Alpine • CA 91903 
daqull8r@vlejas-nsn.gov 
(619)445-3810 
(619) 445-5337 Fax 

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Commtttee 
Ron Christman 
56 Vfejas Grade Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Alpine . CA 92001 
(619)445-0365 

Campo Kumeyaay Nation 
H, Paul Cuero, Jr., Chairperson 
38190 Church Road, Suite 1 Kumeyaay 
Campo • CA 91906 
chairgoK @ aol .com 
(619^478-9046 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

Sycuan Band ot the Kumeyaay Nation 
Danny Tucker, Chairperson 
S459 Sycuan Road 
El Cajon • CA 92021 
ssilva@5ycuan-nsn.g0v 
619 445-2613 
619 445-1927 Fax 

Jamul Indian Village 
Leon Acebedo, Chairperson 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay P.O. Box 612 
Jamul . CA 91935 
lamulrez @ sctd v. net 
(619)669-4785 
(619) 669-48178-Fax 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay 

• CodaHidBeeMonl f.Bt el aie Publte WHO u n n Cede. 

ThB ft*) M cwieni orrfy H or the date ol tWe tfocnmem. 

DlealbuOan al Bil l I M Ooee net n a m n y p n n i al iMutOT raepo«i«(MI*( ** defliwd In Sertton TOMB ol the lMt t i ana 
Befaty Cod*, tmMort SOtT.M ol tha PubOD n—ou 

I 
TM* I M ! • only n iOcabtt tor contacUnQ local MriKe American wWi n a n d lo c u m m neeurcw lor the prepoei 
B C H K O M l l l i n : CEOA HOHM of Cai*>Mk)n (or lha tALK IMTTfUrt l U t T z n PUN; C*r ol ten CMgo: t i t I 
County. CeBtotnta. 

C3 
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Native American Contacts 
San Diego County 

April 25. 2007 

Mesa Grande Sand ot Mission Indians 
Mark Romero, Chairperson 
P.O Box 270 Diegueno 
Santa Ysabel . CA 92070 
mesagrandeband @ msn.com 
(760)782-3818 
(760) 782-9092 Fax 

Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians 
Carmen Lucas 
P.O. Box 775 Diegueno -
Pine Valley . CA 91962 
(619)709-4207 

Clint Linton 
P.O. Box 507 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Santa Ysabel . CA 92070 
(760) 803-5694 
ci!imon73 @ aol.com 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee 
Steve Banegas, Spokesperson 
1095 Barona Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Lakeside , CA 92040 
(619)443-6612 
(619)443-0681 FAX 

Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians 
Devon Reed Lomayesva, Esq. Tribal Attorney 
PO Box 701 Diegueno 
Santa Ysabel . CA 92070 
d rlomaye vs a @ ve rizon. net 
(760) 765-0845 
(760) 765-0320 Fax 

TTile H R •• currenl only a* ol the rfMe ol thit documtnL 

DltMbutlan ol thU Btt doat nal rolWve any peraan M tWulory rommmWUIv M daflnad in Seetkm TOSOS ot the HaeRh aid 
BaMy Coda. OocVon smr .M ot Um PuWIc r W a u o a C O M end Saetlon 6WT.08 nl th* PuWe naaoureaa CoOa. 

Thia nn I* only appllealile loi eonlactlng local NaHva American irith regard la cuttutal reaourcea lor the prapoeed 
gCHnOMI 11MB; CEQA Hottea ol CompMlon tar th* BAUC WSTTTUTEIU8TEH PLAN: City ol San Dtego; Son Dtago 
County, CaRtomla. 

o 
o 
o 
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STATt O l OLIFOHMIA • RCSOURCES ACENCV AKNOU1 SCHWAKIENECCEA C o v r n w r 

RUTH COl tMAN, OlBtCTOII 

D 

D2 

D3 

D4 

D5 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
San Diego Coast District 
4477 PaciHc Highway 
San Oiego, California 92110 
(619)588-3260 
Fax (619)688-3229 

April 25, 2007 

Dear Allison Sherwood. 

Thank you for providing us wilh (he Environmental Impacl Repori (EIR) for the Salk 
Institute Master Plan. California Slate Parks understands lhal the project involves 
construclion of a new scientific research facility and accessory uses, including 
temporary residential quarters and a day care facility for employees on the existing 
Saik Institute campus. We have an interest In the proposed projecl because the Salk 
Institute is located adjacent to Torrey Pines Slale Reserve (TPSR), and as such are 
concerned that the proposed project would reduce or degrade sensitive habitats 
linked to it. 

Afler reviewing the EIR we are mosl concerned about the following issues: reduction 
of native plant species; reduction of wildlife habitat; an increase in site instability and 

^erosion; and hydrological alleralion. 

Biologic Resources 

* We disagree with the classification of the chaparral on north-facing slopes as 
Soulhem Mixed Chaparral and believe it would be more appropriately represented as 
Southern Maritime Chaparral, This determination is consistent with Ihe City of San 
Diego's definition of Southern Maritime Chaparral wherein any designated plant need 
nol be dominant, "only present, to be considered as an indicator of Southern 
Maritime Chaparral' (Guidelines for Conducting Biology Surveys). We are aware of 
the presence on the site of at least one designated species, Nuttall's scrub oak 
(Quercus dumosa). Southern Maritime Chaparral is an increasingly rate vegetation 
type in coastal Southern California. As a result, this site, as well as other stands of 
native habitat within close proximity to the coast, should be viewed as a resource 
worthy of preservation. 

* Several sensitive species with high likelihood to occur on site were not discussed in 
the EIR. All of these species are present at the adjacent TPSR, and include, yet are 
not iimited to: South Coast saltscale [Atriplex pacifica), woven-spore lichen 
(Texosporium sancti-jacobi). and peregrine falcon (FH/CO peregrinus). A pair of 
peregrine falcons have been observed foraging near the proposed project site. 

* In the table of sensitive animal species wilh potential to occur, the orange-throated 
whiptail (Cnemidophorus hyperythms beldingi) is listed as 'Moderate' under 
'Potential to Occur." It should be listed as 'High" given Ihat it is present in similar 

_ habitats at TPSR. 

* Under "Sensitive Plant Species." the EIR maintains that wilh the implementation of 
mitigation efforts, "significant" impacts would occur lo populations ol Nuttall's scrub 
oak, Q. dumosa, however, is a CNPS 1B.1 listed species, considered "rare, 

Dl The commenter's concerns ate acknowledged and responses to the concerns ate provided 
below. 

D2 As noted in Section 3.1.5 ofthe project DiologicalTechnical Report (BTR) and on page 5.3-3 
ofthe EIR, [t]he City's Guidelines for Conducting Biological Surveys, Attachment II (City 
2002c) provides information to distinguish southern maritime chaparral from southern mixed 
chaparral. Within these guidelines, the City has identified ten plant species as indicators of 
southern maritime chaparral; of these species, only Nuttall's scrub oak (Quercus dumosa) was 
observed on site during vegetation mapping. Although the definition of southern maricir 
chaparral as noted in the comment states that any designated species (i.e., Nuttall's scrub oak, 
need not be dominant, but only present to be considered an indicator of southern maritime 
chaparral, the City does not strictly apply that definition and agrees with the vegetation 
mapping done by the ptoject biology consultant. Please note that several specimens of 
Nuttall's scrub oak arc found in Diegan coastal sage scrub on site (see EIR Figure 5.3-1), and 
that the trees' presence within that habitat does not dictate the habitat's classification. 

D3 While che noted species [i.e., South Coast saltscale {Atriplex pacifica), woven-spore lichen 
{Texosporiumsancti-jacobi), and peregrine falcon (Falcoperegrinus)} may be present in the adjacent 
Torrey Pines State Reserve (TPSR), they were not detected or observed on site during surveys 
conducted for the EIR or documented in reports summarizing previous surveys of the site, 
thus they are not discussed in the EIR. Table 5.3-2 of the EIR has been revised to include 
South Coast saltscale, and Table 5.3-3 ofthe EIR has been revised to include peregrine falcon, 
due to their potential to occur on site. Woven-spore lichen is not a federal or state listed 
species, nor is it a California Native Planr Society (CNPS) listed species. This species also is 
not covered under the City's MSCP and its potential to occur is extremely low. These facts, 
combined with its absence from the project site, therefore, render it unsuitable for inclusion 
in Table 5.3-2 or discussion elsewhere in the EIR. 

D4 Given the species' presence in the adjacent TPSR, the potential to occur for orange-throated 
whiptail (Cnemidophorus hyperythms beldingi) has been changed from moderate to high in Table 
5.3-3 ofthe EIR. 

D5 Although the California Native Plant Society considers Nuttall's scrub oak sensitive, a status 

that the City recognizes, it is not a federal or state listed or a MSCP narrow endemic (i.e., 

covered) species. The project design has been refined and all the Nuttall's scrub oak would be 

preserved in an on-site conservation easement, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
CJP 
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D5 
Cont. 

D6 

D7 

D8 

D9 

DIO 

Ms. Allison Sherwood 
April 25, 2007 
Page 2 

threatened, or endangered in CA and elsewhere." and thus any impact could be 
considered significant. As this species is also a determinant of an extremely rare 
vegetation type, impacts are of increased concern. 

* The proposed plan to mitigate for Torrey pines {Pinus torreyana) impacted during 
construction calls for the replacement of all Torrey pines in the landscape. To avoid 
hybridization, all replacement trees should be of subspecies torreyana, and not of 
subspecies insularis. 

* In the paragraph mentioning the Brush Management Zone, the EIR neglects to 
mention that many exotic invasive plant species are adapted to high levels of habitat 
disturbance. While "no significant impacts" may be seen to native plants in Zone 2, 
invasive species are more likely to recruit to these habitats in high numbers, and as 
such may contribute to the long-term degradation of the site. 

' There are both short-term and long-term affects upon sensitive wildlife species that 
may result from construction and maintenance-related noise, as well as nighttime 
lighting. Furthermore, there may be long-term affects on bird mortality from the 
increased surface area of windows on the proposed site. These should be 
considered in your analysis and project design so as to disclose and lessen potential 
project impacts. 

Hydrology 

* Due to the enlargement of impermeable surfaces and ornamental landscaping for 
the proposed projecl, we are concerned that the drainages below the site may 
receive urban runoff. This could contribute to progressive bluff erosion and 
successive recruitment of invasive nonnalive plants, induding pampas grass 
{Cortadena selloana), giant reed (Arundo donax), and others. 

Again, Thank you for (he opportunity to provide comment. We hope for a well-
thought out project that is sensitive to preservation of critical habitat that form the 
core of San Diego. 

Sincerely, 

Ronilee A. Clark, Superintendent 
San Diego Coast District 

cc: Darren Smith, Environmental Scientist, California State Parks 

D6 

D7 

D8 

D9 

The project landscape design guidelines use the Torrey pine subspecies torreyana in project —-. 
landscaping. M . . 

The text on page 5.3-29 ofthe EIR acknowledges that brush management "could result in a loss . ^ 
of habitat value and/or invasion of non-native plants." It should be noted that the existing EIR —•. 
discussion states that implementation ofthe project Habitat Management Plan (HMP) would 
ensure that brush management on the Salk site would not result in exotic species invasion. As 
noted in the HMi^ the targeted removal of four exotic species, chosen fot their severity as noxious 
exotic vegetation in the area, would begin concurrent with construction of the first building 
under the proposed project and the Salk Institute will conduct ongoing exotic species control 
activities as described in Section 5 2 ofthe HMP Specifically, the Institute will be responsible for 
removing populations of all exotic plant species included in the California Invasive Plant Cour 
(Cal-IPC) species lists. Zero Tolerance Species (including species ranked High by Cal:IPC) will t.v. 
identified and mapped during initial site visits to the preserve areas (i.e., Multi-Habitat Planning 
Area, which include some areas of brush management Zone 2), and such species will be removed 
within two weeks after their discovery. Focused weeding events also will take place in January/ 
February and again in April/May, with additional weeding to occur as needed throughout the 
remainder ofthe year. Prevention/reduction of exotic species introduction will bc an on-going 
process. 

Noise and lighting effects were considered in the project design and analysis contained in the 
EIR (see page 5.3-27). Indirect impacts upon sensitive wildlife resulting from construction- and 
operations-related noise are analyzed on page 5.3-27 ofthe EIR. Operation ofthe proposed 
project was not found to generate or introduce noises that would significantly impact or interfere 
with wildlife utilization ofthe MHPA. Short-term construction noise impacts, however, were 
found to be potentially significant and mitigation in the form of noise monitoring and noise 
walls is included in Biological Resources mitigation measure 5-3-7. Nighttime lighting ofthe 
project site, during both construction and operational phases, was found to involve less than 
significant impacts due to the incorporation of project design measures and design guidelines to 
prevent light dispersion into the adjacent MHPA. Specifically, as noted on page 5.3-27 of' ' 
EIR, existing overhead lighting in the northern portion ofthe project site adjacent to the MH 
would be removed, and all new outdoor project lighting installed adjacent to open space would 
be shielded and directed away ftom such sensitive areas. Reflective glass is not permitted by the 
Design Guidelines and recessed windows are encouraged; therefore impacts to birds would be 
minimized. 

As noted in response to comments L2 and L3 from San Diego Coastkeeper, the proposed project 

would manage and reduce the levels of construction and post-development stormwater runoff 
discharged from the site through the incorporation of numerous existing and proposed site design, 

source control and treatment control best management practices (BMPs), effectively limiting 

downstream erosion potential through overall reductions in discharge velocity. Please refer to 

response to comment D7 above, and the project EVRP and HMP, for details of the proposed 
target and removal strategy for invasive non-native plants, specifically including pampas grass 
(Cortaderia selloana) and other noxious exotic species. 

DIO Comment noted. 
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To: Ms, Allison Sherwood, Enviromnental Planner 
City of San Diego Development Services Ccnlcr 
1222 1st Ave, Mail Stop 501 
SanDiego. CA 92101 
Subjecl: University cily planning group comments on the Salk EIR 
From: Linda Colley, Chairperson, University City Planning Group 
Dale: May 3, 2007 

Dear Ms. Shenvood; 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity lo comment on Ihe Salk DEIR. While there is 

much that is good in the Salk Institute's DEIR, Otis report addresses a few issues thai our 

commiltee has agreed arc problematic. Our comments are indicated by bolding. The 

issues will bc taken up in the following order: Acreage and Development Intensity; 

Parcel Subdivision; Environmentally Sensitive Lands and the MHPA; Project EIR vs. 

Program EIR; the South Mesa Location for the Day Care Facility; other allernativcs. 

Please contact me if there are any questions aboul this submission. 

/ ^ $ TM 
Linda Colley 

UCPG, Chair 

1. Acreage and Development Intensity 

I, The UC Plan (p. 165) lists the following for Salk Institute: 26.88 acres, 500,000 SF for 

ScicntiGc Research. Yet the DEIR (p. 3-16) lists the site at 26.3 acres, or 97.8,/4 oflhe 

slated UC Plan acreage. The DEIR should thus reduce the development intensity 

proportioaRtely: an eqnhiJenl percentage applied to the proposed 500,000 iquare 

feet, reduces Ihe developmeni inlcnsity to 489,211 square feet, a reduction of 10,789 

square fctt 

o o o w 

E1 Comment noted. A reduction in development intensity due to site acreage is not appropriate, 

as described in response to comment N32 from Courtney Coyle. 
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E2 

E3 

E4 

2. The UC Plan slales (p. 164): "The developmeni intensity allocations... are nol 

intended as a development right, but arc subjecl to other considerations such as site and 

buiiding designing, zoning requirements and other limitations..." The DEIR fails to 

disclose Ihat Ihe 500,000 SF (or 489,211 SF it Ihe U J acres is correct) is not 

intended as a development right, but is subject lo other considerations as listed in 

tbe UC Plan. 

3. While the underlying zone is RS-I-7 (single unil residenlial), the UC Pian classifies (he 

parcel's usc as scientific research within the Toney Pines Subarea. The DEIR (p. ES-6) 

stales: "Therefore all uses would be consistent with the development regulations for the 

residential designation." Nevertheless, the DEIR (p. 3-18) slates thai in order to build 

(he day care center, the Salk Institute is requesting: 

a. An amcndmenl to the existing Conditional Use Pcnnil (CUP), Permil No. 3841, 

b. An amendmenl to the exisiing Coas(a] Development Permit/Hillside Review 

Permit/CUP No. 90-1140. 

In addition, the DEIR states the Salk Institute needs a Master Planned Development 

Permii "to allow expansion of previously conforming uses in conformance with the land 

use designation in the University Community Plan". Please confirm that these include 

both the temporary housing and Ihe day care center. Please clarify whal 

amendments or other changes are required lo allow the temporary bousing, and 

whelher attached buildings, as proposed, require any amendments. 

4. The construction oflhe day care center and the temporary housing on the soulh mesa 

would involve very significant environmental impacts thai would not occur were one or 

both built elsewhere on the projecl sile. (The impact of this construclion, particularly lhal 

ofthe day care facility, is taken up in greater detail in a subsequent section.) Given the 

number of amendments needed to allow these uses, Ihe DEIR should provide 

overwhelming justification for Ihe location of each of them on the soulh mesa. Vel 

the DEIR fails to provide a reasonable range of alternative locations or a full 

eiplanatioD of why NO olher alternative to the soulh mesa is possible for the day 

care center or the temporary housing. 

E2 

E3 

E4 

As described in response to comment N36 from Courtney Coyle, the applicant requested 
the maximum allowable development intensity for the site and does not contend that it has 
a "development right" to 500.000 square feet. The analysis in the F.IR analyzes to what 
extent the proposed project is consistent with the policies of thp City, including considerations 
referenced by the commenter under the University Community Plan, as well as the applicable 
provisions ofthe SDMC. As described in the Preface to the Final EIR, the applicant has 
subsequently decided to eliminate the daycare facility and temporary housing quarters from 
the current application, which reduces the project square footage to 476,000. 

The previously conforming uses referenced in the EIR are the scientific research and support 
uses that exist today, as allowed by the existing entitlements listed on page 3-1 ofthe EIR. 

Amendments to existing permits and new permits are required to construct all new buildings 

on campus as described on pages 3-18 and 3-19 ofthe EIR. 

The EIR is an information document that provides an analysis of the project, as ptoposed 

by the applicant, and alternatives to the ptoposed project where significant impacts are 
anticipated. Providing an "overwhelming justification" beyond meeting the project objectives, 

as requested by the commenter, is not required by CEQA and is not an appropriate topic for 
an EIR. Two of the five alternatives analyzed show the daycare facility on the north mesa. 

An off-site location for any of the project elements was rejected as discussed on page 8-3 

of the BIR. The applicant, however, has subsequently determined that it is more efficient 

and economical to provide daycare and housing offsite and has withdrawn their proposal to 

construct such uses on site. Revisions have been integrated into the Final EIR. A reasonable 
range of alternatives is discussed in the EIR, for the various reasons described in responses to 

comments N24, N33 and N3'i from Courtney Coyle. 
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COMMENTS 

11. Parcel subdivision 

I. Salk is requesting a Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) to divide the parcel into four legal 

parcels (ES-7, p. 3-16 and Figure 3-8). The DEIR fails to address the fact that this would 

allow Salk lo sell off any of the parcels in the future. This possibility threatens the very 

basis ofthe understanding when the people of San Diego voted to donate what was public 

park land to the Salk Institute specifically for a scicnlific research institute. Appendix C 

describes ihis hislory: 

"Soon after, on April 26, 1960, the San Diego City Council voted to grant 
the approximately twenty-seven-acre site to the Salk Institute, then known 
as The Institute for Biology at Torrey Pines.47 This followed a public 
election in which San Diegans voted overwhelmingly lo donate the parcel 
to Salk for the purpose of building a scientific research institute. Six 
months later, in a hearing daled Januaiy 18,1961, the City signed an 
agreement with Jonas Salk. conveying a portion of Pueblo Lot 1324 lo the 
Institute with the proviso that the name be changed to the "The Institute 

for Biology at San Diego." (Appendix C) 

The DEIR musl tiilly analyze the legal and public tmsl issues that would result from 

dividing the land inlo four parcels. According to Salk spokespcoplc, the people of San 

Diego who voted lo donate this land to ihe Salk fnslitule for a biological institute would 

have no say over whether the Institute sold offa portion (or all) of this gift. Nor would 

the people of San Diego receive any ofthe profit The DEIR fails to address these issues. 

Tbe DEIR musl include a full analysts Ihat includes, hot is not limited to tbe 

following: what would bc legally possible in terms of selling off Ihe parcels, what 

process the new owners would be required to go Ihrougb in order lo change Ihe uses 

or Intensities, whal would happen with Ihe proceeds of the sale, and any other legal, 

(Inancial or land use issues lhal the subdivision of Ihe property might entail in either 

the short or the long term. 

la Ihe face of this threat Ibat the gifl donated to tbe Salk Inslitnte could bc sold off, 

3 

RESPONSES 

. 

E5 The applicant cannot sell off the parcels of land created by the VTM, for the various reasons 

described in response to comment N4 from Courtney Coyle. There are no legal or public 

trust issues associated with subdividing the Salk Institute parcel other than as discussed in 

the EIR. The reasons for which the applicant is requesting the VTM are stated in the EIR 

and summarized in response to comment N4. Construction may not occur sequentially. 

depending on the availability of financing and research opportunities. For this reason, the 

applicant needs the flexibility to be able to obtain more than one construction loan at a time, 

which requires subdivision of the property so that separate loans can be obtained on separate 

parcels. 

o 
o 
o 
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E5 
cont. 

E6 

E7 

the DEIR mast provide a compelling rationale for dividing Ibe parcel into four legal 

parcels. The DEIR fails to do Ibis. It states the purpose is construction financing. 

However, the DEIR also slates that ihe projecls will bc built out over "several decades" -

30 to 50 years. The DEIR fails to acknowledge lhal Ibis extended time frame would 

allow construction loans lo be paid off sequentially, thus undercutting the rationale 

given in the DEIR for subdivision. Moreover, the vagueness of ihe construction timing 

given in the DEIR means thai there is no substanlial evidence thai construction financing 

would in fact be a problem, and if il were a problem, lhal it would be such an 

insurmountable impediment Ihat it would justify the risk thai this land donated to the 

Institute by the people of San Diego could bc sold off. Moreover, in raising the problem 

of consimction financing as such a major issue for the Insliiuie, the DEIR actually raises 

the spcclerofone or more parcel being sold oif in the future to help fund cilher new 

construction or on-going financial needs. The DEIR must address all these issues and 

provide subsiantial evidence of its need lo divide Ihe parcel. 

2. The DEIR states thai ihe VTM would also "vcsl certain projecl approvals to facilitate 

development of proposed facilities over the length of the project build oul period (i.e., 

several decades). This language is far loo vague. The DEIR fails to justify why Salk 

should receive project approvals for projecls that would occur over a period that could 

stretch to 50 years with no further environmental review, please lis! eiactly what Ihese 

approvals arc and how Ihey would be justified. 

III. Environ mentally Sensitive Lands and Ihe MHPA 

1. Of the total 26.34-acre campus, 6.2 acres of land will remain undeveloped, a portion of 

which will be donated to ihe City for habilal preservation (Appendix C, p. 51). Thereare 

currently .32 acres of MHPA on the project sile, and additional MHPA land occurs 

immedialely west ofthe Salk Instilule property boundaries. 

The DEIR stales that the basic objectives include developing a project that "enhances and 

expands environmental proteclion for environmentally sensitive areas on silc by 

o 
Q 
O 
CO 

E6 The VTM gives the applicant the vested right to develop the project in substantial conformance 
with the laws and ordinances in effect at the time the application is deemed complete. As 
each building moves forward, the City will review the application and make a determination 
as to whether it is in substantial conformance with the analysis and conclusions reached in 
this EIR (i.e., the project will undergo the substantial conformance review [SCR] process). If, 
50 years from now or at any other time, the substantial conformance determination cannot 
be made, a supplemental CEQA document would be prepared. The City's SCR process is 
described in SDMC Section 126.0112. In addition tothe approvals listed on page 3-18 of the 
EIR, the approvals required for further development that would be subject to the SCR ptocess 
include grading permits and building permits for construction of the individual buildings 
and other improvements contemplated by the proposed project. See response to comment 
N6 from Courtney Coyle for further discussion of the SCR process and its application to the 
project. 

E7 The daycare facility and temporary housing are no longer proposed on site and instead th 
south mesa would remain undeveloped and be placed in a conservation easement, as described 
in the Preface to the Final EIR. . With these project refinements in place, the project would 
preserve 1.27 acres in the MHPA. Of the 1.3 acres proposed to be added to the MHPA, 
none are required to mitigate for direct loss of resources on site (see Table 5.3-6 in the EIR). 
Approximately 0.05 acre is needed to offset area that would be removed from the MHPA 
by grading and Zone 1 brush management (of which only 0.02 acre is sensitive habitat). 
Therefore, the Refined Project Design would achieve its objective of expanding environmental 
protection for environmentally sensitive areas on site by dedicating more land to the MHPA 
than is required by the MSCP Subarea Plan, improving water quality in the MHPA by adding 
BMPs to drainage structures, removing exotic vegetation from the site and limiting access 
to the MHPA through fencing and other structural impediments. See response to commenc 
N26 from Courtney Coyle for further discussion ofthe MHPA dedication. 
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E7 
cont. 

E8 

E9 

adding land to the City's MHPA." [p. 3-3, p. ES-5) The DEIR states it will add a net 

3.22 acres to the MHPA. However, the DEIR should explain that placing Ihe day 

care ccnlcr and Ihe temporary housing on Ihe loulh mesa runs counter lo Ihis 

objective. Tbe DEIR should explain lhal Ihis is due to the multiple temporary and 

permanent impacts of Ihese projects on Ihe south mesa, Including: Ihe project 

footprinl and conslniction impacis for each; the need lo widen tbe road from 12' to 

26'; Ihe need lo add 40 new parallel parking spaces and a fire truck turn around; 

and the need to condnct brush management regularly around Ibe projects, which 

would require Ihe regular removal and Ihinning of native vegetation. The DEIR 

should clearly state that locating these projects on the south mesa greatly increases 

the impacis environmentally sensitive areas and decreases Ihe amount of land thai 

could be added to tbe MHPA. 

2. The DEIR misleads the public and decision makers by citing the miligalion required 

for putting the day care center and temporary housing on (he south mesa Io tout the 

environmental benefits ofthe proposed project. The DEIR thus uses backwards logic: we 

had lo impact the south mesa in order to provide the benefits of mitigation. The DEIR 

should clarify lhal in fact, if Ihese projects were not placed on the sontb mesa, far 

greater environmental benefits of the project would be possible. The DEIR should 

explain how many acres on Ihe south mesa would be preserved and Ibal in addition, 

the Salk Insliiuie could make a boundary adjustment to the MHPA and endow its 

maintenance even if the project does nol impacl Ihe south mesa. 

3. The DEIR should clarify Ihe following tlatemenl aboul the North Mesa 

Intensified Development Alternative; "Although this altemalive would reduce direct 

project impacis to biological resources (upland habitat) to less lhan significant levels due 

lo the elimination of grading on the south mesa, significant indirect impacts on the 

MHPA woutd still occur, while no increased protection of sensitive upland habitat on the 

south mesa or vemal pools on Ihe north mesa would occur. Indirect biological impacts 

would bc mitigable under this altcmativc." (p. ES-14) The DEIR should explain that the 

North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative wouid actually resull in far more 

prolection of sensitive upland habitat on the soulh mesa. 

5 

E8 

E9 

o 
o 
o 

The project applicant is no longer proposing to construct the daycare facility and temporary 

housing quartets on the south mesa; a conservation easement would be placed over the south 

mesa, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. Two alternatives feature no development 

on the south mesa (i.e.. Neighborhood Proposed Alternative and North Mesa Intensified 

Development Alternative). As described in the alternatives section ofthe EIR, less MHPA 

wouid be dedicated on the south mesa under those conditions since the biological mitigation 

requirements would be much less. Similar to the two project alternatives noted herein, the 

Refined Project Design's conservation easement on the south mesa wouid not be shifted to 

the MHPA because the project's mitigation obligation would be satisfied on the north mesa. 

See response to comment E7 above and response to comment N26 from Courtney Coyle for 

furthet discussion ofthe MHPA adjustment. 

As stated above in response to comment E8 ofthis letter and in the Preface to the Final El! 

more MHPA would not be dedicated if the south mesa remains undeveloped. The land 

would remain undeveloped but outside the MHPA since the applicant's mitigation obligation 

could be satisfied on the north mesa (as described on page 8-16 of the EIR). Therefore, 

the MHPA dedication and habitat management would be less under any alternative that 

avoids impacts to the south mesa. The additional explanation requested by this comment 

is unnecessary since the EIR already fully describes the impacts to habitat thac would result 

from the proposed project and each ofthe various alternatives. 
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E10 

EI 

E12 

4. Again, Ihe DEIR should similarly corrccl the misleading implication in the 

following description of the North Mesa Intensified Developmeni Alternative (p. 8-

12): 

"The purpose of Ihis altemative would bc lo minimize direct project impacis to sensitive 

biological (upland) project areas." (p. 8-12). It would eliminate development on the 

southern mesa by shifting the daycare facility and housing units lo a location atop the 

parking stmcture on the north mesa. This is accurale. However, the DEIR goes on lo 

stale (p, 8-13): "the MHPA boundary adjustment would bc much smaller in size and 

would only involve land on the north mesa since less biological habitat mitigation would 

be needed..."The DEIR should clarity that the MHPA boundary adjustment would 

not have to be smaller and could in fad include more land on Ihe soulh mesa. 

IV. Project EIR vs. Program EIR 

The DEIR slates that this is a projecl EIR {Executive Summaiy), Yet the projects are 

vague and lo occur over "several decades." This is an inappropriate usc of a project EIR. 

Projects that are to occur over such a long period of lime require subsequent 

environmental review. The DEIR should be revised and re-circulated as a Program 

EIR. 

V. South Mesa Location for the Day C a r e Facilily 

The decision to place a day care center in the pristine soulh mesa is very problematic. 

There are several good reasons for Salk lo provide day care for its staff. It would help lo 

attract and keep staff, particularly younger staff and female staff who are mothers. It 

makes for better parenting by reducing the worrying that working parents may have about 

the welfare of their young children, and may provide convenienl access to parents to visit 

their young children during the day, to breast-feed infants, or to bring home a child who 

has become sick. A daycare center handy to the workplace should reduce travel 

overhead, increasing staff productivity. The problem with Ihe DElR's day care proposal 

E10 

Bll 

E12 

o 
o 
o 

Comment noted. Refer above to responses to comments E7 through E9 for clarification of 
this matter. 

As noted on pages ES-1 and 1-2 of the EIR, this document is a Project EIR pursuant to Section 
15161 ofthe State CEQA Guidelines. As such, this EIR examines all phases of the projecc, 
including planning, construction and operation. Because building footprints and massing are 
currently available for the latter phases ofthe ptoject and the applicant is proposing Design 
Guidelines to direct project implementation, which the City extensively reviewed during the 
application process, the level of project information was appropriate to prepare a Project-level 
EIR. See response to comment N2 from Courtney Coyle for further discussion ofthis issue. 

Under established CBQA principles and case law, an EIR must only consider a "reasonable 
range" of alrernatives. Citizens a/Golela Valley v. Board of Snpem'sors (1990) 52 C3d 553, 566, 
276CRA10; Cily of Rancho Palos Verdes v. City Council (1976) 59 CA3d 869. 892, 129 CR 
173- The EIR sets forth five different alternatives, two that analyzed the project with m 
development on the south mesa and three others that analyzed a reduced and/or reconfigured 
project, as well as the No Project alternative and an analysis of potential alternative locations 
for the project. This wide-ranging analysis is more than sufficient to satisfy the foregoing 
standard under CEQA. Further discussion of this matter is contained in responses to 
comments N24, N33 and N34 from Courtney Coyle. 
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E12 
cont. 

E13 

E14 

E15 

E16 

is that il would destroy a significant part ofthe soulh mesa. Salk should look at a wider 

range of alternative ways to provide day care that are less environmentally destructive. 

Ddelerious impacis ofthe loulh mesa location. There are some significanl 
deleterious impacts ofthe current proposal that include: 

I. The day care building itself has a 12,000 ft.' footprint (DEIR p. 3-4, Table 3-1) that 

will permanently eliminale native plants and wildlife from this area. Please clarify if 

square footage of day care facility mcludes playground space or not. This is not 

slaled explicitly in the DEIR. 

2. The plan is for a 10,000 square-foot playground (DEIR 3-9). This would also entirely 

destroy (he local native environment that supports it. Why is this playground planned 

lo exceed the stale requirement of 6000 square feel, particularly when Ihe day care 

program will have a significant number of small and less mobile Infants and 

toddlers? (ll should be noted that the altcmativc that relocates the center to the north 

mesa would reduce Ihe size ofthis playground lo 6000 square feet. If a north mesa 

location were chosen for the day care center, playground space could also bc provided in 

the large area now planned for "turf' or native plants atop the parking structure.] Please 

define the term "turf." 

3.Thcuscof construe tion equipment and lesting equipment on the soulh mesa, if 

required will destroy more native habilal During our May 1 tour, it was evident wbere a 

large machine bad left a path through the vegetation as it moved into the south mesa to 

drill down (as described by a spokesperson) 200 feet for core samples. Any other testing 

that is required presumably wilf leave a similar or larger swath of destruction. Please 

describe any future tests lhal would have a deleterious environmental impact, as 

well as the consequences of these tests for the local environment Abo please 

describe anticipated damage to tbe soulh mesa caused by conslmclion of the day 

care facility Ibsl is outside the footprint for the building and play area. 

4. A 780 foot linear extension of Salk Institute Road would be constructed to provide 

access to the day care facility and temporary housing quarters (DEIR, 3-16.) The existing 

0> 

BI3 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant; see the Preface to the Final EIR. ' • 

Iil4 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicanc (see the Preface to the Final EIP 

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

E15 

E16 

The disturbance observed in the field was associaced with geotechnical testing required for 

the fault study and slope stability analysis required by City staff for the EIR analysis. That 

disturbance was analyzed in a separate CEQA documenc prepared for the Site Development 

Permit (SDP) required for chac testing (SCH No. 2004121 122). As seated in that analysis, 

the route taken to access the boring site and the boring site itself were sparsely vegetated 

and caused less than 0.1 acre of impact on both the north and souch mesas combined. Any 

future testing would have to occur wichin the footprint of project impacts defined in the Elf 

Because the proposed project has changed, no geotechnical testing will be needed in th«. 

future on the south mesa. 

Devciopment is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see the Preface to the 

Final EIR) and these comments ate not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 
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E16 
cont. 

E17 

E18 

E19 

12-13 foot road would be doubled in width toward the residential area to the south 

increasing in width to 26 feel, and depressing the road's height. Will construction of the 

temporary residences alone, assuming that the day care facilily is sited elsewhere 

than the south mesa, require the same widening and depression of the exisiing Salk 

Institute road? Construction and the lowering ofthe road will require removal ofa 

large quantity of soil. This will direclly impact Ihe mesa, and will create Iraffic by large 

Jrucks to carl away this soil. The DEIR (in tbe Growth Inducement section 6-1, page 

6-2) erroneously states that the projecl would not require Ihe expansion of any 

roads. It also stales that Ihe development of the site would not open up a new area 

to construction since there is little or no undeveloped land in Ihe vicinity. The 

reality is that the entire soulh mesa, approximately 8 acres, is undeveloped. 

5. Wc learned on a tour ofthe sile on May 1,2007 Ihat there would be an additional 

paving of Ihe area adjacenl to the day care cenler lo accommodate 26 parking spaces 

(another 14 parking spaces would bc allocated to the temporary residences) for 

perpendicular parking as well as a fire engine turn around (described in DEIR, page 3-9) 

This would destroy another 18 foot swath of native habitat. It was asserted that this 

additional paving was required by stale regulations; please detail the relevant 

California day care regulations. 

6. Direci negative impacts lo Ihe soulh mesa will include; 

a. Loss of native vegetation and resident species, 

b. Increased runoff from the increased pavement square footage, 

c. Aesthetic impacts-lhe day care center will be construcled into a depression so 

as not lo impact the world famous view, however the facility will be visible from 

some of the offices housing staff and labs. A local resident reported that she 

heard from Salk slaff thai they are unhappy aboul the impacl that the day care 

center will have on the soulh mesa. Salk should ensure that aspects oftheir plan to 

enhance Ihe institute's capabilities do nol have the counter productive effect of 

demoralizing the Salk staff. Salk should assess staff sentiment about Ihis soulh 

E17 

E18 

o o o 
&*? 

OO 

No public roads would be expanded by the Refined Project Design, therefore, these comment: 

are not applicable. Nonetheless, language on page 6-2 ofthe Final EIR has been clarified co 

reflect that the ptoposed project "would not require expansion of any public roads". 

Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see the Preface to the 

Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design, 

E19 The proposed ptoject has been modified so that no direct impacts would occur on the south 

mesa, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. These comments are not applicable to the 

Refined Project Design. 
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E19 
cont. 

E20 

E21 

E22 

E23 

E24 

E25 

mesa location for Ibe day care center. Any objections by slafT lo a proposed 

approach should be taken into consideration in assessing alternatives. 

7. There are also will inevitably bc impacis to the residential neighbortiood that abuts 

Salk Institute Road (e.g. construclion noise from widening/depression of road, traffic 

noise, increased traflic noise, aesthetics, playground noise, impact on local birds and 

olher wildlife, impacis of the retaining wall elc) 

a. Ilie parcel is zoned RS-1-7 residential -the purpose of RS zones is to promote 

neighborhood quality, character and livabiiity (DEIR 5.1 -15). Therefore a CUP 

is required Ihat must analyze and mitigate consistency with adjacent uses. 

The DEIR fails to conducl Ibis analysis but concludes there will be no 

impact, 

b. The City's Gencrai Plan and the UC Community Plan similarly require thai 

industrial land uses be compatible with adjacenl non-industrial uses (DEIR 5.1-

15). Salk should elaborale how the proposed day care facility satisfies Ihe 

City's General Plan and the UC Community Plan. 

c. Masier PDP criteria inciude that the design be comprehensive and demonstrate 

relationships of the proposed development on-site with existing devciopment off-

site (DEIR 5.1-19). The scale oflhe project as well should be consistent with the 

neighborhood scale. The DEIR should show sections of Ihe elevations of Ihe 

neighbor's residences together with Ihe proposed south mesa developments. 

d. There is a 250 fool long retaining wall proposed along Salk Insiitutc Road (ES-

9). In Courtney Coylc's scoping letter (dated December 7,2004, page 7), it was 

suggested thai the effects of this wall on the operation of neighbors' gates, 

condition of their plantings, fencings, walls and soil stability should be studied. 

The DEIR should analyze and report these effects if any. Tbey should bc 

included in the assessment oflhe south mesa location for the day care cenler 

Versus alternatives. 

e. Salk had earlier prepared visual simulations from a few of the homeowner's 

parcels. But such simulations did nol appear in the DEIR even though Ihe DEIR 

asserts conclusions regarding significance (DEIR 5.2-4). Salk must prepare 

o 
o 
o 
w 

E20 Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see the Preface to t h ^ ^ 

Final EIR) and these comments are nol applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

E2I 

E22 

E23 

E24 

E25 

The CUP amendment is listed as a discretionary action required for project approval (see page 
3-18 ofthe EIR). The EIR analyzes all impacts of project construction and operation so the 
decision-makers will be informed when they make a decision on the CUP amendment, f 
noted in earlier responses, development is no longer proposed on the south mesa under tl. 
Refined Project Design. 

The daycare facility is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see the Preface 
to the Final EIR) and these comments ate not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 
The Industrial Element of the University Communily Plan concains a policy encouraging 
industrial lands that are compatible wich adjacent non-industrial uses. An analysis of che 
policy is provided in Table 5.1-1 ofthe EIR (see page 5.1-59)- That analysis decetmined chat 
the project as a whole, would be consistent with the policies. This conclusion applies to the 
Refined Project Design as well. 

Sections and elevations from the private residences to the south would not reflect any publicly 
accessible vantage point that the City policies would be concerned with. The neighborhood 
character analysis is adequately supported by the photographs and analysis provided in 
the EIR, without providing such sections or elevations. Because development is no longer 
proposed on the south mesa by the applicant, this concern by the commenter is no longer 
relevant. 

Because development is no longer proposed on the south mesa, the retaining wall noted , 
this comment will not be constructed and these comments are not applicable to the Refined 

Project Design. 

Visual simulations from the private residences south ofthe propetty are not provided in the 
EIR because the City significance criteria address potential impacts to public viewsheds, not 
private views. Views from those homes are not designated view corridors that are publicly 
accessible. 
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E25 
cont. 

E26 

E27 

E28 

updated visual simulations ofthe project's impacl to residential neighbors 

(as requested in tbe scoping comments.) 

Educational and security justifications for the south mesa location. 

Educational arguments. 

1. An argument has been made for Ihe "educational opportunities- of the soulh mesa 

localion for the day care center telaiive to a north mesa localion (DEIR, page 8-13.) But 

these advantages appear to bc questionable upon examination for the following reasons: 

a. Certainly infants and toddlers, and most preschoolers would bc too young to be 

beneficially exposed lo the ecosystem on the south mesa (or the north mesa for that 

matter). Also, "field trips" or walks in Ihis area might expose ihe children to rattlesnakes 

or harmful insects or plants. (The rattlesnake danger should also not be discounted for 

the 12,000 square-fool playground that is planned.) The DEIR should present in some 

detail the anticipated age groupings in the day care cenler, bow these children 

would benefit from a hands-on ecological curriculum, and how Ihey would be 

protected from dangers inherent io the natural environmcnl. It seems unlikely that 

provisions could bc made for iheir safety without having a ratio of at least one staff 

member for each child. Ibis would be greatly in excess of State staffing requirements. 

Please detail staffing requirements wilh reference to stale day care requirements, 

and how much additional staffing would bc required for a hands-on curriculum lo 

be conducted safety. 

b. The aesthetics/view inherent in the south mesa localion may well bc irrelevant 

to small children, though nol to staff or parents. In conuast, it will diminish the 

aesthetics from some staff and residents perspectives. Please describe how Ihe south 

mesa location would be superior to a north mesa location from the standpoint of 

aesthetics, and how il would benefit children and tbe day care program. 

c. To the extent thai Ihe natural envicotimenl might be presumed to be usefid in a 

south mesa localion, Ihere is no reason lo think that il would not be similarly useful iflhe 

day care center were localed in a north mesa localion. This natural environment could be 

10 

O 
o 
o 
ro 
o 

B26 Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see che Preface to the 
Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

E27 

B2S 

Developmeni,is no longer proposed on the soulh mesa by the applicant (sec che Preface co the 

Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design, 

Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see che Preface co che 

Final EIR) and these comments arc not applicable to che Refined Project Design. 
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E28 
cont. 

E29 

E30 

E3 

equally accessible from a north mesa location. The DEIR should compare Ibe south 

and north mesa locations for ell alternatives with respect to their educational 

usefulness. Il seems very unlikely that any real difference could be established. 

Safety arguments. 

I. The DEIR (8-13) sites safety as one ofthe advantages ofthe soulh mesa location. The 

DEIR elaborates oa the reduced traffic on the Saik Institute Road to the proposed day 

care center and temporary residences.. In contrast, the North Mesa Intensified 

Devciopment alternative would place the day care center on a busier road. However, 

most private day care centers or preschools in La Jolla are located near public roads, or 

have sidewalks next to them with public pedestrian Iraffic. Arguments may be made that 

a busier location would increase or decrease the security for a child care center. The 

DEIR should explain why Ihe south mesa location h superior to Ihe north mesa 

location for the day care cenler to be safe and secure. 

2. Also, as discussed above, individuals have observed rattlesnakes on the south mesa. 

They are described in the DEIR as likely species lo appear (DEIR, page 5.3-11). 

Interestingly, the DEIR lists only the Northern Red Diamond Rattlesnake and not the 

more commonly occurring in this area. Southern Pacific Rattlesnake. The DEW presents 

no analysis of the risk of rattlesnake bites to children in the south mesa playground or on 

"field trips'1 on tbe south mesa. The DEIR thonld present an analysis of these risks 

and Include such risks in assessing Ibe soulh mesa facility versus alternatives.. 

3. The DEIR (8-13) also criticizes Ihe north mesa location as compared to the south mesa 

location, because children in the center would be exposed to emissions and noise from 

(he parking garage, ll seems likely thai these effects co^ld be mitigated or eliminated by 

proper venlilation and soundproofing. The DEIR should analyze and present Ihe cost 

consequences, If any lo mitigate or eliminate this potenliai problem, if any. It must 

bc noted that other north mesa design alternatives that we discuss in ihe next section 

would not locate the day care center a-top the parking garage. Tbe DEIR must consider 

o 
o 
o 
te 
to 

E29 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by rhe applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIP' 
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

E30 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) 

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

E3I The daycare facility is no longer ptoposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) 
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 
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E31 
cont. 

E32 

E33 

E34 

more lhan just the single allenialive prcsenled for a north mesa localion for the day 

care facility, to fairly consider safety differences between soulh mesa and north 

mesa locations. 

4, The DEIR states that an off street drop-off area required by the day care facility would 

not bc provided by a north mesa location (DEIR, Page ES-t5), The DEIR must 

consider other alternatives for north mesa locations, and should bc more specific 

about Slale requirements for day care drop off and pickup. The DEIR also asserts 

that drop-off and pickup and staff parking would be relegated to the parking structure. It 

is not clear why this is a significant problem, or whether an alternative approach to drop-

nIT and pickup might be possible. Please describe the reasoning behind Ibis assertion. 

The danger of considering only one altemative for a north mesa of day care localion, is 

Ihat Ihis single North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative design becomes a 

strawman thai tbe DEIR knocks down. The DEIR must consider other allcrnativc 

designs for the north mesa day care location than jusl Ihe Nonh Mesa Inlcnsified 

Development Alternative. 

5, The DEIR claims that the north mesa localion would reduce Ihe playground area by 

40% (DEIR. page 8-13) from 10,000 ft.1 lo 6000 ft.'. In This would nol be true for 

alternative designs e.g. if the day care cenler were incorporated into the exisiing 

community cenler plan, and the playground were located a- top parking garage. Again, 

the DEIR must consider alternative designs for the north mesa location. 

VL T h e DEIR Is Deficient in the Presentat ion of Alternatives. 

I, Alternative location for day care (off-site). The section (DEIR 8-3) that considers an 

off-site alternative does nol include the possibility of locating a subset ofthe proposed 

uses, or possibly even a single facility like the day care center or the temporary housing, 

off campus. The scoping lelter proposal to consider an off- sile implemcnlation ofa 

subset of the proposed uses, should bc implemented (scoping letter dated December 7, 

2004, page 6.) For example, in olher cities, nonprofit institutions have successfully 

12 

E32 

E33 

E34 

o 
o 
te 
to 
ro 

T h e daycare facility is no longer proposed by the appiicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR; 

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

T h e daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) 

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Projeci Design. With regard co che 

asserted need for consideration of additional alternative designs, see responses to comments 

B12 and E31 above; E34 through E40 below; and N 2 4 , N 3 3 and N34 from Courtney 

Coyle. 

T h e applicanc has researched the availability of daycare in the vicinity of che Inst i tute, 

including at UCSD, and determined that there may be offsite daycare alternatives tha i would 

satisfy the needs of their employees. For this reason, the Refined Project Design is now 

proposed (as described in the Preface to the Final EIR). 
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E34 
cont. 

E35 

E36 

partnered to offer day care services. This has the effect of spreading the cost, ensuring 

that die day care slots are filled, and providing resources lo the day care center from the 

cooperating institutions. Salk should pursue the possibitily of partnering with UCSD, 

which has plans to greatly increase Its day care capacity, or olher institutions or 

employers in the area.' It was reported during May 1 meeting with Salk thai UCSD, 

with plans to expand to 250 slots, could offer only 10 slots to Salk. Salk should re-

npproach UCSD aboul a jotnl day care venture, and should also seek oul 

opportunities with employee in Ibe area who are considering ofTcring day care, or 

eipanding exisiing day care capabilities, then report on the results of Ihis inquiry. 

When Ihe cost lo build an on-site day care facility is factored in, there may well be an 

advanlage lo seeking these services off-campus bul in the immediate neighborhood. Or a 

joint venture on the Salk campus, might obtain obtain additional funding that would make 

developmeni ofa Salk on-campus day care facility more cost-effective. 

2. Alternative localion for temporary housing (off-site) 

There are a large number of condominiums available for rent or purchase not far from the 

Institute. The DEIR should address alternative methods of providing trmpomry 

housing. The DEIR must provide a financial analysis of the cosls and benefits of 

leasing, renting or purchasing temporary housing off-site versus building temporary 

residences on-site. 

3. North Mesa Intensified Developmeni Alternative for a Day Care Facility. This 

altemalive eliminates the destructive biological impacts that inhere in a day care facilily 

located on the sensitive south mesa area. 

a. The currenl plan (described starting on DEIR page 8-12, and figure 8-2) would 

make no changes to the location ofthe community center (117,000 square fee), or 

the planned parking structure. Bul il would locate the day care cenler and 

playground, and the Presidential units, on lop oflhe parking structure. The 

parking stmcture would have lo bc upgraded to support these buildings, and Ihe 

' ll is likely flat UCSD could provide wort-study students, or students from the developmentitl psychology 
program to act as • resource or to assist Ihe day care center's siaff. Thii would bc facilitated by having day 
care localed on the UCSD campus. 

te 
te 

E35 The applicant has determined that continuing to provide off-site housing to visiting 
researchers is the preferred solution over constructing housing quarters on site. For this 
reason, the Refined Project Design is now proposed and no housing would be constructed on 
site (as described in the Preface to the Final EIR). 

E36 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) 
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 
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E36 
cont. 

E37 

E38 

"park-like landscaped open-space" would be sacrificed. Discussions with Salk 

on May 1, suggested thai this re-engineering of the parking slmcture would be a 

major cosl driver ofthe projecl. The DEIR shpuld provide details about Ihe 

engineering changes and their cosl consequences. There may bc other 

approaches to locating the day care ccnlcr in the north mesa that would bc more 

feasible. The DEIR should investigate alternative approaches to the North 

Mesa intensified development alternative, or if alternative approaches have 

already been investigated, Ihey should bc presented as alternatives in the 

DEIR. For example: 

b. Onlv build the dav care center on the parking garage. If dielemporaiy 

residences (tolaling i 2,000 ft.2) were left in the south mesa, Ihen only the weight 

of the day care center would have to bc supported by ihe parking garage. The 

weight ofthe playground would be negligible. The DEIR should compare costs 

nnrf engineering issues (o build tbe parking garage for no facilities on lop, 

both day care center and residences on top, only day care cenler on lop. U 

seems likely that a single story day care center would weigh quite a bit less than 

would two-story residences thereby substantially mitigating any cost driver 

effects associated with building on top of the parking garage. 

c. Incorporate the day care cenler into the communitv cenler. The day care center 

woutd represent only aboul a 10% increase in die footprint ofthe commumty 

center, ll would seem quite feasible lo incorporate il into the community cenler as 

now planned in its present planned location (BS-13), without significantly 

impacting the design ofthe community center, ihe sightlines etc. Tfie proposed 

project would build the Community Center building in phases (p. 3-7). The DEIR 

CniN to r i plain why the day care center could nol be built as part of Ihu 

building in an early phase. This would accomplish the Salk Institute's staled 

goal ofbuilding the day care center sooner and would negate several oflhe 

arguments against the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative. (It would 

mean the day care center could bc built before the expensive underground parking 

o 
o 
o 
te 
ro 

E37 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) 
and these commencs are not applicable ro the Refined Project Design. 

B38 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR" 
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 
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E38 
cont. 

E39 

E40 

and would nol place the day care facility directly on the parking garage. The 

playground could easily bc placed on top of the parking garage without increasing 

the load factor, while allowing some of a landscaped natural garden lo be 

preserved. This native Plant Garden could bc secured lo permit the hands-on day 

care curriculum activities. The playground also should be less likely lo attract 

rattlesnakes, than it would if localed in the middle ofthe soulh mesa.) 

Furthennore, Ihe DEIR fails to discuss the advantages of having the day care 

center as part of (he Community Center building, ll would bc easily accessible 

to parents during the day (nursing mothers would have easy access to their 

children and parents could easily have lunch with their children). Furthermore, the 

HKIH fails lo note the uncertainty of Salk's commitment to providing day 

over Ihe next 50 years. Day care is nol part of the Salk Institute's core 

mission, and can be an expensive and complex beDcfil to provide to 

employees. Should the Institute decide not lo continue ihis service, the day care 

center facilities located at the Community Center could be readily revamped for 

olher uses, 

d. Consider other locations for the day care center on the north mesa. 

Al a meeting on May 2 resident Joe Wong, a highly regarded local architect 

presented an architectural drawing thai located the day care center at the far 

western tip of the North Mesa. He claimed that this layout left the historical view 

lines intact. There are other talented architects who live in La Jolla and who 

couid make available pro bono designs to incorporate the day care center into the 

North Mesa effectivety. Salk should be open to considering these allemalives. Al 

ihe very leasl, they should bc entenained as commenls to the DEIR. Tbe DEIR 

should not bc limited lo a single approach lo locating the iUy C S T rrr.Irr nn 

the North Mesa. Other feasible alternatives should be solicited, sad 

analyzed. 

fO 

E39 T h e daycare facilicy is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) 

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

E40 T h e daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (sec the Preface to the Final EIR) 

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 
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NATIONAL TRUST 
^ -HISTORIC PHESEBVATION-

May 7, 2007 

Allison Sherwood 
Environmental Planner 
Cily of San Diego Development Services Center 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
SanDiego, CA 92101 
DSD E A@sand iego, go v 

Via email and U.S. mail 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Salk Institute Master Plan, 
10010 North Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla, CA; Project No. 44675 

Dear Ms. Sherwood, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
for the Salk Institute Masier Plan. The national and international historical and architectural 
significance ofthe Salk Institute campus in La Jolla demands the most rigorous standards in analyzing 
plans to alter or expand the science facility. The comments below are intended to assure a 
comprehensive analysis and review ofthe proposed project under the Califomia Enviromnental 
Qualily Act (CEQA) and the Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. 

The National Trust for I listoric Preservation is a private, nonprofit membership organization 
dedicated lo protecting Ihe irreplaceable. Recipient ofthe National Humanities Medal, ihe Trust 
provides leadership, education and advocacy to save America's diverse historic places and revitalize 
communities. Us Washington. DC headquarters staff, six regional offices, and 29 historic sites work 
with the Trust's 270,000 members and thousands of local community groups in all 50 states, including 
over 24.000 members in California atone. 

Level of CEQA Review 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) states that the report fundions as a Project EIR 
and provides project-specific analysis of the proposed projecl. However, IhqDBIRalso slates that 
portions ofthe information presented arc conceptual, and that the proposed project will be completed 
in phases over several decades. Given the substantial period of time proposed for completion ofthe 
majority ofthe Salk Instilute Masier Plan project and ihe lack of detail provided for some elements of 
the project, it would be unwise to give blanket approval to the project as currently presented. Based on 

Protecting the Irreplaceable 

Western Office National Trust for Historic Preservation 
(415) 947-0692; F « (415) 947-0699 

http;//ww™,naiicinsltrust.org; E-mail: wjo@oihp,oig 

The Hearst Building, 5 Third Streel, Suite 707. San Francisco, CA 94103 
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Fl A project EIR is appropriate for this project as described in response io coinment N 2 fron. 

Courtney Coyle. T h e City of San Diego has a process defined in the San Diego Municipal Code 

(SDMC) as Substantial Conformance Review (SCR) wherein future elements o fa project, such 

as building permits , must be deemed in substantial conformance with past approvals before 

it can proceed. Should any o f t h e assumptions or environmental circumstances contained in 

this document change at some point in the future when the la t ter phases of the proposed 

projeci ate implemented, the City would have the discretion ihrough the SCR process to 

require subsequent environmental review if necessary per Section 15162(c) o f the State CEQA 

Guidelines. Detailed drawings have not been submit ted to the City for the greenhouses 

and Salk Communi ty Center because their funding has not been secured and any permits 

obtained as part o f t h e current ent i t lement process could expire before they arc funded and 

the applicant is ready to build them. For this reason, a phased approach to site development 

is proposed. 
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Fl 
Cont. 

F2 

F3 

F4 

the information and timeline provided in the DEIR, it appears that a programmatic environmental 
documeni subject lo fulure tiered environmental review would bc more appropriate, allowing for more 
specific review at a date closer to the actual construction of components ofthe master plan project. 
This position is supported by the need for the applicant to request a Master Planned Devdopment 
Permil from the Cityof SanDiego, rather than a Planned Devciopment Permit. The Master Planned 
Development Permit allows conceptual developmeni proposals for portions ofa development site 
intended for future or phased development, but requires fulure review of such elements for 
conformance when they are ready for construction.1 The same level of environmental oversight for a 
property wilh the import ofthe Salk Institute should be carried out under CEQA. 

[Project OblecUves 

The appiicani states that one oflhe project objectives is to develop a project Ihat, "Allows the 
Institute lodcvclop new and expanded scientific research facilities and reach its 500,000 square foot 
capacity on site."1 The need for 500,000 square feet of total space is cited in several alternatives 
analyses ("Reduced Project" and "East Paridng Lot Avoidance") as a reason why allemalives that 
avoid impacts to historic resources arc rejected by the applicant. This project objective appears 
unnecessarily restrictive and inflexible, and the project objectives should be redefined to require 
meaningful consideration of environmentally superior allemalives that may not meet the applicant's 
desired expansion plans. 

Usc of Design Guidelines 

The application proposes to use design guidelines lo guide project components that arc 
conceptual at the time oflhe filing ofthe DEIR and lo assist in acquiring approvals from the Cityof 
San Diego (City) for future building and site development pennils. The applicant also cites the design 
guidelines as being the document against which substantial conformance review for the Master 
Planned Devciopment Permit will bc measured. However, the scope ofthe design guidelines was only 
generally described in Ihe text ofthe DEIR, and no specific guidelines were circulated with the 
document for public review or comment. Considering that the applicant is requesting no further review 
of conceptual master plan components under CEQA, il is imperative Ihat decision making bodies and 
the public have the full text ofthe design guidelines in order to understand impacis and mitigation to 
historic resources and cultural landscapes. 

Allernativcs Analvsis 

As acknowledged in the DEIR, the proposed project violates two ofthe ten Secretary ofthe 
Interior's Standards for the Rehabilitation of Hisloric Buildings. The conslniction ofthe Torrey East . 
Building on the existing East Parking Lot removes a contributing clement from the Salk Institute 
campus, a resource iislcd on the California Register of Historical Resources and was determined 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Hisloric Places by the Califomia Slale Historic 
Resources Commission and SHPO, and alters an importanl spatial relationship wiihin the campus. The 
Iwo alternatives included in the DEIR that would reduce or avoiding this impact, tbe Reduced Project 
Allemative and Ihe East Parking Lot Avoidance Altemalive, are rejected by Ihe applicant because they 
do not meet the applicant's desire to develop its maximum 500,000 square foot allowance on the 
project site. This consideration is nol sufficient lo reject these 

1 San Diego Municipal Code §143.0480 (a, b. c). 
1 Saik Institute for Biological Studicj, Drafl Enviicrninilal Impact Report: Salk Institute Master Plan, La Jollo, CA; Much 
2007; p. 3-2. 

F2 The Salk Institute desires to secure the maximum square footage entitlements it can for the 
property because it is their only location in San Diego and it must be able to accommodate all 
future growth at the facility. However, the Refined Project Design would reduce the current 
application request from 500.000 sf to 476,000 sf, which is consistent with main ptoject 
objective of developing scientific research space in accordance with the University Community 
Plan. This project objective has been modified in the Final EIR to remove reference to the 
500,000-sf capacity as it pertains to che current Master Plan. It should be noted, howevet, 
chat although the Refined Project Design described in the Preface to the Final EIR would 
preclude development on the south mesa, the applicant could decide in the future to purse 
entitlements for up to 24,000 additional sf of scientific research space elsewhere on the site 
in accordance with the development intensity allocated to the property in che University 
Communily Plan. Alchough not contemplated at this time, any future entitlement proposal 
would be subject to additional CEQA review. 

I:3 The Design Guidelines were on file with the City during public circulation ofthe EIR, which 
would normally last for 45 days, but which was extended to 59 days at the request ofthe 
University Community Planning Group. A copy could have been requested of the City 
during the public review period for the EIR(Match 22 - May 7, 2007). Copies ofthe Design 
Guidelines can be obtained by members ofthe public from the City and will be provided to 
the City decision-makers prior to the hearing process. Potential impacts and mitigation to 
historic resources and cultural landscapes are addressed in the Historic Resources Technical 
Report prepared by Page and Tumbull (see Appendix C to the EIR) and summarized in 
Section 5.4 ofthe EIR. 

F4 Two of the five alternatives considered in detail (i.e., the Reduced Project Aitetnative and 

the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative) allow the Institute to avoid impacts to 
historic resources. It should be noced first that the size ofthe Reduced Project Alternative ar 

the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative was not the only grounds for rejecting 
these two alternatives. The Reduced Project Alternative was rejected because ic would not 

fully avoid potentially significant impacts to historic resources, cumulatively significant traffic 

impacts and other significant impacts ofthe proposed project, including biological resources, 

noise and paleontology, and would not provide centralized support facilities nor provide 

sufficient research space to satisfy the future needs of the Institute (see page 8-13). Similarly, 
the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative was rejected not just for its smaller square 

footage but because it would not eliminate significant and unmitigable traffic impacts, would 
create new impacts to parking, would not provide centralized facilities and would noc provide 

sufficient research space to satisfy the future needs of the Institute. 
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F4 cont. 

It should be noted also that CEQA aiiows the lead agency not to consider alcernacives that fail 
to implement the most basic project objectives. (Save San Francisco Bay Ass'n v. San Francisco . 
Bay Conserv. & Dev. Comm'n (1992) 10 Catl 4th 908). By way of clarification, maximizing K J 
che intensity of use at the project site is a basic project objective because it provides the space &O 
necessary to satisfy the future needs of the Salk Inscicute—-including providing sufficient 
research space, living and day care facilicies to acrract world class researchers to the institute. 
The applicant merely desires to make the best use that it can of the site since it is the only 
property it owns. Case law such as Prtservation Aclion Council v. Cily of San Jose is not applicable 
to this project, since the applicanc is noc trying to specify a prcdecermined square footage, 
but is merely attempting to make the most efficient possible usc of its research space withir 
the existing limit. -

It is appropriate for the EIR discussion of alternatives to compare the degree to which the 
proposed project and the proposed alcernacives cause significant impacts to che environment 
and meet the project objectives. Indeed, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that 
"[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the ptoject, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project buc 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 
the comparative merits o f the alternatives." (emphasis added). Therefore, the failure of. 
the Reduced Project Alternative and the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alcernacive co 
provide adequate space for the research and support facilities needed to attract world-class 
researchers to the Salk Institute is a key factor in the evaluation of the metits of these two 
alternatives, and means that neither would meeta basic ptoject objective, making them boch 
infeasible on this basis. 
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F4 
Cont. 

F5 

F6 

allemalives. as upheld by recent Califomia case iaw regarding CEQA. More rigorous and serious 
consideration should be given to aliematives that avoid impacts to historic resources. 

Prolecl Impacts lo Historic Resources and Mitigation rvjeasurei 

The appiicani proposes lo replace the existing East Parking Lot, a conlribulor to the Califomia 
Register-listed Salk Institute campus, with the Torrey East Building laboratory and reception facility. 
The proposed conslmclion ofthe Torrey East Building will destroy Ihe current spatial relationship 
between the 1965 laboratory complex and North Torrey Pine Road, further separating Ihe complex 
from the public access point and impacting views oflhe facilily from the east. The proposed building 
will also replace a contributing spatial and landscape element to a resource listed on Ihe Califomia 
Register and eligible for the National Register. 

The DEIR acknowledges that construction ofthe Toney East Build rag is a significant impact 
under CEQA, however the impact analysis and miligalion measures proposed fbr the impact are 
insufficient and incomplete. While the DEIR addresses mitigation for the removal of natural landscape 
elements, such es trees, around the East Paridng Lot, the document fails lo offer sufficient mitigation 
for the spatial relationship being altered by the presence ofthe proposed Torrey East Building. It is 
arguable that Ihe destmction ofthis relationship is a significant, immitigable impact, a fact not 

acknowledged in the impact analysis. The DEIR and historic resources technical report note that a 
1962 master plan drawing for the Salk Institute by Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn labels tbe East Parking 
Lot as "reserved for fulure development;" however, no copy of the plan, citation, or other meaningful 
discussion is given regarding this critical clement oflhe original vision for the Salk Instilule she. 

Thank you for ihe opportunity lo comment on the Draft Environnicntal Impact Report for the 
Salk Institute Masier Plan Project in La Jolla. Please conlinue to consider us a very interested party and 
feel free to contact me at (415) 947-0692 or anthea_hartig@nthp.org or Program Officer Elaine Stiles, 
elainc_stiles@nlhp.org, should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Anthea M. Hartig, Ph.D 
Director 
Western Office 

M. Wayne Donaldson. FAIA: Californio Stile Historic Pttservatioa Officer 
Dr. Diane Kane, Pb.D; San Diego Planning Depdrtmcot. Hisloric Resource Board 
Miltoo Pheglcy. Diroctor. Community Planning; Univmity of California, San Diego 
Bruce C, Coons. Executive Director, Save Our Heritage Organisalicn 
Dr. Lauren Weiss Bricker, Ph.D; California State Polytechnic University, Pomona 
Susan Brandt Hawley, Esq.; Brsndt-Hawley Law Group 
Courtney Ann Coyle, Esq.; La Jolla, CA 

' Preservalion Aclion Council v. City of San Jose and City of San Jose City Council (Aug 4,2006) QU,App.4[h 

F5 Although the east parking lot was identified as a "contributing feature" to the Salk campus 
in the National Register nomination, only the lot's landscaping (i.e., Chinese fringe trees) 
was named as significant in the sections of the nomination that discuss the parking lot. 
Additionally, as stated on page 56 of the Historical Resources Technical Report (included 
in Appendix C to the BIR), the nomination named the "four basic landscape components" 
identified by Roland Hoyt as the courtyard, sire perimeter plantings, an extant eucalyptus 
grove that predates the Institute, and the native coastal bluffs—they did not include the east 
parking lot landscaping. It is the opinion,of City staff that removal ofthe east parking lot is 
adequately addressed and mitigated through 1) the compatibility ofthe proposed scruccure 
with the historic site, combined with the atrium design ofthe Torrey East Building that was 
presented to the Design Assist Subcommittee ofthe City's Historic Resources Board; 2) the 
planned salvaging and replanting ofthe Chinese fringe trees along the proposed Torrey Eas--
Building; and 3) the restoration of as much ofthe Institute's original perimeter plantings : 
possible. The two-story atrium would provide a connection from the public street/sidewalk 
through to the west, sufficiently retaining the existing visual and axial connections with che 
historic structure and courtyard and has been added to the Final EIR as mitigation measure 
5.4-3 for clarification. Although the proposed project would not significantly obstruct 
existing views, it is important to note that existing grade differences and dense perimeter 
landscaping designed by Kahn and his team prevent a clear view of the Kahn laboratory 
building and its courtyard from the east. The relatively low profile of the building, and 
the transparent atrium on axis with the central court would still allow for glimpses of the 
original laboratory building to be obtained from North Torrey Pines Road, as discussed in the 
Historical Resources Technical Report. As illustrated in Figure 5.2-16 of the EIR, the current 
view to the west from the sidewalk of North Torrey Pines Road is obstructed by perimeter 
and interior plantings, including Chinese fringe trees in the cast parking lot. Views of the 
courtyatd itself are virtually nonexistent from the travel lanes of North Torrey Pines Road, 
with the existing eucalyptus trees within the interior of the campus providing significant 
visual cover of the two wings of Kahn's laboratory building. 

Furthetmore, written evidence suggests that a west-facing public view corridor, or fuil visual. 
access to the public, was not che intention of the Salk or Kahn; as noted on page 14 of tl 

Historical Resources Technical Report (Page & Tumbull 2007), the laboratory complex was 
deliberately modeled after the inward-facing monastery of St, Francis of Assisi. According 

to the book by James Steele, Salk Institute: Louis I. Kahn (Architecture in Detail) (London: 

Phaidon Press, 1993), it was the intent of Salk to create a physically secluded, "monastic" 

community at the Institute^-hence the deliberate siting ofthe Institute at what was, in the 

early 1960s, a remote location outside ofa major city—akin to the monastery at Assisi. Both 
the monastery and the Institute are oriented toward the inside, away from the outside, yet 

not wholly removed. The October 1993 edition of Progressive Architecture gives further 
evidence to support Salk's desire for seclusion at the Institute, stating that Salk had visited 

the monastery at Assisi in 1954 and later told Kahn that he "wished to replicate in che labs 
a sense ofthe cloister." 
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F5 cont. 

F6 

Please see Revised Exhibit A that has been added to the Final EIR (Figure 5.1-la), an 
illustration ofthe 1962 amendment to the Master Plan drawing, which was Kahn's third and 
final design for the Institute, and which he presented to Jonas Salk in July of that year. This 
exhibit demonstrates chat Kahn did in fact intend for development to occur in the general area 
ofthe east parking lot, but that such development was deferred until the "future" due to lack 
of funding in the early 1960s, As discussed on page 63 ofthe Historic Resources Technical 
Report, because Kahn had earmarked this area as appropriate for future development in the 
original Masier Plan, the impact resulting from construction of che Torrey East Building is 
not as severe as it could be if the building were planned for another area ofthe campus where 
future development was not intended. The existing spatial relationships on site including 
those in and around the east patking lot, therefore, are not fully indicative of Kahn's long-
term vision for the site. 

Please see response to comment F5, above, and Figure 5.1-la (added to the Final 
EIR), illustrating the 1962 amendment to the Master Plan drawing, referred to by tiie 
commenter. 

.* 

o 
o 
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To: 

Subjet*: 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

Environmental Review Commiltee 

30 April 2007 

Ms. Allison Sherwood 
Development Services Department 
Cityof San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, Califomia 92101 

Draft Environmenial Impact Report 
Salk Institute Master Plan 
Projecl No. 44675 

Dear Ms. Sherwood: • 

I have reviewed the hislorical resources aspects ofthe subject DEIR on behalf of this 
committee ofthe San Diego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the informaiion conlained in the DEIR, historic resources technical report, and 
cultural resource survey report for the project, wc have several cammcnts on the impacts lo 
and mitigation for archaeological resources. 

The cullural resource survey report, apparently based on negative results in two previous 
instances on Ihe property, called for no mitigation measures for archaeological resources. 
However, Ihe DEIR has properly specified an archaeological monitoring program for the 
project; Wc fully support that decision. Still, there are several necessary modifications to the 
mitigation measures specified in Seclion 5.4 ofthe DEIR: 

• In both Subsections 5.4-5(A) and 5.4-9(A), it needs to bc made clear that a sufficient 
number of monitors must bc on site full time to ensure that all grading work is 
monitored. Particularly given thai constnidion activities will be taking place in fairly 
widely-separated locations, Ihe required level of monitoring may not occur otherwise. 

• fn Subsection 5.4-6(B), the release ofthe grading bond needs lo also bc dependent 
upon confirmation of curation of recovered archaeological material. 

• In addition to areas being graded, trenching for utilities and excavation for new 
landscape plantings also need lo be monitored, as does any new geotechnical testing. 

"As Ihc.City is aware, the Torrey Pines-Mesa area has a high cultural sensitivity. These 
changes to the specified historical resources mitigation measures will help ensure any remains 
on the Salk Institute property arc given the respect Ihey deserve. 

P.O. Box 81106 • San Diego, CA 92138-1106 • (85B) 538-0935 

"3 

^> 
te 
CO 

Gl The various elements ofthe proposed Masier Pian will be implemented in phases over a 40-
to 50-year period of time. If grading schedules overlap, monitors will be assigned to each 
project element by the City to ensure adequate monitoring is conducted. The grading bond 
will be released in accordance with applicable City of San Diego rules and policies. The Cir 
does not agree that monitoring is needed for utility line trenching, landscaping and cenai 
geotechnical work (such as borings) given that past sutveys and grading monitoring have 
been negative. 

G2 Comment noted. These changes are not needed as described above in response to comment 

Gl to this letter. 
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Thank you for affording SDCAS-this opportunity lo participate in the City's environmental 
review process for ihis project. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Kyle Consulting 
SDCAS President 
File 

lies W, Royle, Jr.. Chaiifieton <-S~' 
Environmental Review Comminec 

P.O. Bo> 81108 • San Dtogo. CA 62139-1108 * (BSB) 53B-0935 

RESPONSES 
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H 

H2 

H3 

CAKMHN LUCA5 
r o . bo'-?/? 

Tini i V- i l lc i i , C. a l ' fomia 

$Bd' 

l l April ZOO/ 

C . a t b q ^ i n t e r r o w 

j c n i o r p l a n n e r P a n n i n g [ D i v i s i o n 

f l a n n i n g D e p a r t m e n t , Z O Z C 5 t r e e t , M . 5 + A . 

5 a n D i e g o , G -a l ' ^o rn ia ^ Z I O I 

5 u b j : 5 A L 1 C I n s t i t u t e 5 E > - 1 0 s i t e v i s i t 1 1 A p r i l 2 0 0 7 

E.ncl. fKo tog rapha 

Dear CaC^J): 

O ' n t L i n ton o f the J o n t a Y * a b e l Indian Kcaervat ian ond J met on aitc with d ^ t h i i 

Win to r row , D * * " Mur ray o f T h e O t y o f 5 a n I ? ' e Sa i a n ^ C jar ry V a n ( j e r p e n 

5 c n ' o r D i r e c t o r Taci i i ty Se rv i ces 5 A U C Inst i tute, and J o h n f o n d e r o f 5 h e p p a r d 

Mul l in R ich ter 8/ r l a m p t o n l_Lp A t t o r n e y s at Law. M y observations and concerns 

arc as fol lows: 

I : C , o n B U ' t a t i on late ~ should be done before D E J R . ' s o u t , O ' t y must still 

deve lop i ts own gencra i 5 c > - ' " consultat ion protocols in consultat ion with 

tribes. 

1 . Inappropr ia te by no t advising me before nana tha t their at torney would be 

preaent so that | would have had the oppor tun i ty t o insure that mu a t t omcu 

could have been present as well. ( A s I remember th is man made me 

uncomrortable os ne a id no t interact and i f mu memoru serves me said veru l itt le 

t o me) M r . CJe rpcnon tne o ther hand was fr iendly and willing t o snare 

information. 

J . D o t h O l ' n t and | have surveyed more arfh'cult environments. W h e r e | do not 

speak fo r O ' n t , he and | d id discuss the lay or the land and the K y l e 

HI Government Code Section 65352.3 requires local governments to consult wich tribes prior 
Co the adoption or amendment ofa General Plan or Specific Plan proposed on or after March 
1, 2005- Because the project application was deemed complete before the March 1, 2005 
and the project does not require amendments to the General Plan or a Specific Plan, the 
City did not initiate a consultation prior to initiating the CEQA work. A SB 18 consultation 
was, however, requested in November 2006 when the City made the determination that the 
Multiple Habitat Preserve Area (MHPA) boundary adjustment would result in a change in 
open space designation on site that could be of interest to the Native American communit 
The EIR was released for public review in March 2007 and preliminary input from the trib, 
consultation was included in the teport (see page 5.4-9). It should be noted that the SB 
18 consultation process is independent from the CEQA review process. SB 18 consultation 
decisions arc made on a project-by-project basis for project applications submitted since 
March 1,2005. 

H2 Commenc noted. The applicant's attorney did not intervene ac the meeting because Cicy staff 
and the appiicani were fully capable of responding to the information requested. 

H3 Comment noted. These observations are contained in the Archaeological Study, Appendix C 

to the EIR. 
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H 3 

C o n t . 

H 4 

H 5 

H 6 

H 7 

Archeological Survey report, which states that ground visibility was poor, and 

the canyon was too steep and unsafe to conduct an ^rcUcologicBi survey. 

+. O n e of the things | did note in the canyon was an /\rrouo W'How. | had a 

plant leaf identified and was advised that it is indigenous to the area and is a 

Medicine plant that more than likely was used by the indigenous peoples of 

the area. Additionally, it is most generally known that willows grow in wet 

areas. Wliere 1 did not get down and disturb the soil at the root area of this 

W'l'ow, I would believe that if not at the surface there is natural water close to 

the surface. A s jou have heard mc say more than once it is the belief of mu 

people that the Sp'ri t L'ves in the water, add the many positive aspects to the 

benefits of a natural water source and one is left with many of the reasons that 

we look upon such places as sacred and continue hold those places in 

' reverence. Erased onjust the above with the rich fre-M'stary that is along the 

cliffs of Torrey fines and continues in to L a Jolla and beyond, it would seem 

to mc that a new complete Archeological survey with testing to include testing 

cast of the pump house with the presence of Native American Monitors arc in 

ordcrand should bc called forwhich should take place before any further 

plans and or development takes place. 

J. I did go in to the Vemal Tool area and was disappointed to see all the 

broken glass, cement and the basic "O'v'I'Mtion debris'' in there. C5C C E.nc0 

Scents like they would want to clean that stuff out. \t is interesting as there is 

pretty gardening at the edge of the parking lot of the Vemal fool area, like so 

much of Ovi'izarion, 1 think it is just to hide the trash. 

6- Mr. Cjerpcn, told O 'n t and ] about the S A L K plan to remove the parking 

lots and build underground parking in an effort to "recapture" the view. AH 

that sounded wondcrrul, however | would again recommend the presence of a 

good Archeologist and Native American Monitors during any earth 

movement. 

7- Oincc the referenced consultation meeting a detail site plan has come to my 

attention. |f | view this plan correctly, it is a plan that lays out the development 

plan of three and four story buildings, which extend westerly of the current 

pancing lots and regardless of what is done with the parking lots the view will 

not be "recaptured1' at all, but will instead be obstructed. "fTi's information is 

disturbing, as you know the view is often the essence of place. | find such a 

H4 

H 5 

H 6 

H7 
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o 
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The City has taken into consideration informacion received during the SB 18 consultation ^ ^ 
and decided that the archaeological survey is adequate. To date, the project site or porcions 
thereof has been surveyed five times (Advanced Sciences 1991; RECON 2000; RECON April 
2000; RECON November 2000; and Kyle 2005). Subsurface monitoring was conducted in 
the past during grading operations for the East Building and parking loc expansion (RECOf1 

1993) and during the grading operations for the City's Pump Station 45 (RECON 2005), No 
sites or pre-historic artifacts were discovered in any of tliese surveys and monitoring efforts. 
Testing cannot be conducled without any surface evidence ofa site(s). 

Comment noted. Implementation ofthe Habitat Management Plan (HMP) would clean up 

the vernal pool area. 

Archaeological and Native American monitoring is required for all grading operations 

proposed under the Master Plan. See mitigation measures 5.4-9 in the EIR. 

The EIR evaluated impacts of the proposed project on views and visual character and 
determined that the impacts would be less than significant. The new construction would be 
compatible with but sepatate from the historic architecture on site (as discussed in Section 
5.2, Visual QualityIN'eighhorhood Character, and Section 5.4, Historic Resources, of the EIR). 
Furthermore, there is no evidence that either Kahn or Salk actively sought to provide a public 
view of rhe Central Court or the Pacific from the public streets surrounding the site. Grade 
changes and the incorporation of dense perimeter plantings, the eucalyptus grove, and the 
parterre between North Torrey Pines Road and rhe laboratory complex effectively precluded 
any meaningful public views from streets. The fact that Salk was seeking to create a quasi-
monastic community of scientists and scholars suggests that he felt a need for privacy at che 
Inscicuce, as does his decision to build the Salk Institute in what was scill a remote seccion of 
La Jolla in the early 1960s. Refer to response to comment !T5 from the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation for additional discussion on the design intent of Kahn and Salk. 
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H7 

Cont. 

H8 

plan contraoj to the essence of the standing S A L K architecture. Which | 

might add, exemplifies and acknowledges not only the essence of view but 

incorporates the setting sun as well and goes beyond still to express the 

creative thought that created a place and invites one to witness and be a 

integral part of equinox. Mow primitive is that? 

|t was explained that this area was designed to bring scholanu minds out to 

the fresh air where theu could mingle, interact, exchange and be stimulated with 

new creative thoughts. |t is only my opinion, but that basic architectural 

philosophy is refreshing and should be the theme throughout ail further 

construction at the S A L K - T ^ c wodd needs creative and stimulating 

thought, where better to teach that than at the S A L K Institute for 

Diological Studies and its outside environments? 

8. Where appropriate please integrate my comments and concerns in to a 

revised E.IR Thank you. 

S'nccrcly, 

^waaumii, L a g u n a O 8 0 " pf Indians 

Copy toi 

0 ' ' n t L'nton 

Larry Myers, Native American Heritage 0 o n , m , 3 S ' o n 

Cc>urtney A n n Oc^le, At torney at L " * 

o 
o 
o 
te 
te 

H8 Comment noted. No revisions to the EIR are triggered by these comments. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
Allison Shenvood, Environmental Planner 
San Diego Developmeni Services Dept. 
1222 Firsl Avenue 
MS501 
DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 
San Diego.CA 92101 
May 14. 2007 

Dear Ms. Sherwood; 

II 

This letter is submitted on behalf of the San Diego Sierra Club regarding the Salk 
Institute Masier Plan, Project No. 44675. SCH No. 2004111049. In an effort to creaie a 
comprehensive record of all past, current, and proposed future development for CEQA 
alternatives and cumulative impacts consideration, we ask thai records and documents 
from all past developmeni on the entire sile be incorporated into the public record and 
made avaiiable for consideration by decision makers in the current hearing process. 

We would appreciale consideration by decision makers of the following concerns. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1. PLEASE CORRECT CITY FAILURE TO PROVIDE PUBLIC NOTICE & 
DEIR DISTRIBUTION TO KNOWN INTERESTED PARTIES. SUCH AS 
1991 APPELLANTS; KAHN HEIRS SUE ANN & NATHANIEL KAHN; 
AND JULIA CONVERSE (OR CURRENT DIRECTOR OR CURATOR OF 
KAHN FILES) AT PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY. 

2. PLEASE PROVIDE ORIGINAL 196! SALK/KAHN MODEL, AVAILABLE 
AT THE INSTITUTE. ALONG WITH A FULL TO-SCALE MODEL OF THE 
CURRENT PROPOSAL FOR COMPARISON PURPOSES BY DECISION 
MAKERS. INTERESTED PARTIES, AND MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC. 

3. MAJOR THRESHOLD ISSUE: HOW CAN THE APPUCANT PARLAY A 
1961 GRANT OF 500,000 SQ, FT. INTO A 2007 VESTED RIGHT CLAIM 
WHEN THE PROJECT HAS CHANGED SO DRAMATICALLY, AND 
WHEN 2007 EXISTING CONDITIONS DIFFER SO RADICALLY FROM 
1961? 

4. WE NOTE THAT THIS SITE LIES WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF 
PROPOSITION D COASTAL HEIGHT LIMIT OVERLAY ZONE (LDC 
SECTION 132.0505 AND MAP 132-05A) WHICH SPECIFICALLY 
PROHIBITS ANY EXCEPTIONS TO THE 30' HEIGHT LIMIT. PLEASE 

o o o 
te 
te 
PQ 

Records for all past development proposals on the site are not relevant to the current 
application on file with the City. Iflhe commenter is interested in reviewing past records, an 
information request can be accommodated by City staff. 

12 The City is not obligated to notify the 1991 appellants ofthe pending application or EIR nor 
has the City received a request from those individuals to be notified of all applications under 
review for the Salk Institute property. However, the applicant has informed the City that the 
past appellants are aware of the current Master Plan proposal and have indicated they arc 
supportive of the application. 

13 The otiginal model is at Pennsylvania State University and the appiicani has not cteated a 
mode! for the current application. Computer graphics are contained in the EIR that show an 
overlay comparison of the original Kahn design and the current Master Plan proposal by the 
Institute (see Figure 5.4-2 in the Final EIR). 

14 The 500,000 sf development intensity is identified in the University Communily Plan and not 
in the 1961 land grant from the City. 

15 The project is consistent with the Proposition D Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, 3' 
described on page 5.1-23 ofthe EIR. Building height is measured differently under the Coastal 
Height Limit Overlay Zone than under the development regulations for the residential zone 
(see page 5.2-9 ofthe EIR). A deviation from the maximum structure height regulations of 
the tesidential zone does not trigger an inconsistency with the Coastal Height Limit Overlay 
Zone. The deviation is proposed for portions of the Salk Community Center building that 
would exceed 30 feet (see Figure 5,1-4 in the Final EIR). 

RTC-45 

mailto:DSDEAS@sandiego.gov


COMMENTS RESPONSES 

15 

Cont. 

16 

17 

18 

IDENTIFY ALL ELEMENTS OF THE PROJECT WITH CURRENTLY 
PROPOSED OR FUTURE PROPOSED HEIGHTS ABOVE 30'. 

5. WE STRONGLY OPPOSE THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION OF THE SITE 
INTO 4 PARCELS. SUCH ACTION COULD RESULT IN PIECEMEAL 
REDEVELOPMENT AND/OR POSSIBLE SALES. WHICH COULD 
DESTROY ARCHTTECTURAL AND HISTORICAL INTEGRJTY OF THE 
SITE AS A WHOLE. 

SHOULD THE SUBDIVISION BE APPROVED IN SPITE OF OBJECTIONS, 
WE STRONGLY OPPOSE ANY INTENTION TO USE THE RESULTING 
SUBDIVIDED PARCELS AS THE BASIS FOR MASTER PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DEVIATIONS TO ZONE REQUIREMENTS. TO 
INSURE FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW, WE STRONGLY 
RECOMMEND A PROGRAM EIR. 

6. SIERRA CLUB AND AUDUBON RECENTLY DISCOVERED THAT 
LONGTIME PRESCRIPTIVE PUBLIC ACCESS FROM SALK INSTITUTE 
RD, TO TORREY PINES CITY PARK, BOX CANYON. AND BEACHES 
BELOW. HAS BEEN CLOSED OFF BY A LOCKED GATE, IN APPARENT 
VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT SECTION 30211. PLEASE 
SEE CALIFORNIA COASTAL RECORDS PROJECT IMAGE #9476. WE 
ASK THE CITY TO DIRECT THE APPLICANT TO REMOVE THE LOCK 
AND REOPEN THE GATE IMMEDIATELY. 

WE BELIEVE ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LANDS ON THE SALK 
SITE, SUCH AS THE VERNAL POOL COMPLEX. STEEP HILLSIDES. 
AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT, BOTH ON SITE AND 
IN THE ADJOINING TORREY PINES CITY PARK, WOULD CONTINUE 
TO BE VULNERABLE UNDER THE CURRENT PROPOSAL. WHEN LAST 
ON THE SITE MAY 13. WE SAW NO NORTH - SOUTH PROPERTY LINE 
MARKERS BETWEEN SALK PROPERTY AND THE PARK. 

IS THE 100' VERNAL POOL BUFFER PROPOSED ONLY UNDER THE 
REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE? PLEASE CLARIFY. 

16 

17 

18 

An explanation ofthe proposed VTM and why the applicant cannot sell off the parcels created 
by the subdivision is provided in response to comment N4 from Courtney Coyle. The VTM 
would not change the types of land uses developed on site nor facilitate any deviations in ihe 
future. A program EIR is not apptopriate for this project as described in response to comment 
N2 from Courtney Coyle. 

The applicant is unaware that any prescriptive right across their private property had been 
established on site. The gate mentioned in this comment is across an access road and was 
installed by the City of San Diego to restrict access and prevent unauthorized entry into the 
new sewer pump station constructed west ofthe Salk Institute property. No evidence ofa 
prescriptive right has been submitted to the City of San Diego. If evidence is submitted that 
shows a prescriptive right exists, modifications to the gate locks will be made. 

The vernal pool complex, including the upland habitat surrounding it, on the north mesa 
would be placed in MHPA as part oflhe proposed project (see Figure 5-3-3 in the Final EIR). 
The pools and natural habitats would be managed and monitored in perpetuity under the 
proposed HMP A 100-foot buffer around the vernal pools is not tequired on site and is not 
proposed for any of the project alternatives because currently the parking lot resides within 
15 feet of the vernal pools. Any increase in the buffer would improve site conditions for 
the vernal pools. In the case ofthe proposed project, the buffer would increase to about 4 
feet and it would contain a drainage swale that wouid be vegetated with native species and 
cleanse all water heading into the pools. No mitigation is warranted for existing development, 
particularly when the ESL regulations did not exist when the existing development was 
constructed. 
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18 INCLUDE THE COYLE LETTER COMMENTS. P. 36. CITING 
FIGURE 5.3-2 SHOWING PRIOR SALK DEVELOPMENT ALREADY 

C o n t . WITHIN THE BUFFER. HOW WILL THESE IMPACTS BE MITIGATED? 

8. ALTERNATIVES AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS UNDER CEQA MUST 
BE GIVEN FAR BROADER AND DEEPER ANALYSIS THAN EXISTS IN 
TI4E DEIR. MOST IF NOT ALL OF THE ANALYSIS INVOLVES 

in INTERNAL ALTERNATIVES, WITH LITTLE OR NO CONSIDERATION 
OF OFF-SITE JOINT USE OR SHARING. 

FOR EXAMPLE. WHERE IS CUMULATIVE IMPACT AND 
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS OF AREA REDEVELOPMENT 
CURRENTLY PROPOSED ON THE UCSD-SALK-BURNHAM STEM CELL 
RESEARCH SITE. SCRIPPS GREEN HOSPITAL SITE, SCRIPPS 
MEMORIAL HOSPITAL. UCSD THORNTON-SHILEY-MOORES 
COMPLEX. SITE 653. AND MULTIPLE OTHER UCPG DEVELOPMENT 
PROPOSALS? 

Comments submitted by the UCPG and by ihe La Jolla Farms homeowners have 
110 provided invaluable analysis and insights into Ihe proposed redevelopment for decision 

makers and all interested parties. Wc are grateful for their contributions. In conclusion, 
we reiterate whal wc consider lo be the threshold issue: 

HOW CAN THE RIGHT TO BUILD REMAIN VESTED WHEN SALK 
HAS CHANGED THE ORIGINAL PROJECT SO SUBSTANTIALLY? 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Joanne H. Pearson 
Chair. San Diego Sierra Club Coastal Committee 

Cc: Hon. Scott Peters, Dislrict 1 
Jim Waring, Direclor of Land use and economic Development 
Cily Attorney Michael Aguirre 
Laurinda Owens, Califomia Coastal Commission 
Linda Colley, Universily City Planning Group 

19 

110 

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines docs not require the same level of analysis for 
alternatives as the proposed project. An off-site aitetnative location was discussed on page 
8-3 ofthe EIR and it was rejected from consideration for reasons described in the EIR and 
summarized in response to comment N24 from Courtney Coyle. Subsequently, the applicant 
has determined thai securing off-sile daycare capacity and housing units is better suited to 
their goals for the Institute and the property. As such, these uses are no longer proposed on 
site under the Refined Project Design, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. 

The list of projects considered in the cumulative analysis was derived from a list of active 
applications on file with the City at the time the EIR was initiated (i.e., NOP released). At 
the time, the geographic limits of the list were defined as the area within the University 
City community west of 1-5. Any development on the UCSD property, such as the stem cell 
tesearch project or Thorton Hospital project, would be consistent with the LRDP and were 
taken into consideration in the cumulative analysis. The other projects mentioned in this 
comment did not have active applications in the City or were anticipated in the buildout of 
the UCSD campus and are analyzed in the 2004 UCSD LRDP EIR. 

Responses to the UCGP and Courtney Coyle letters are provided in this Final EIR, As noted 
above, the "development right" perception referenced in this comment comes from the 
Development Intensity Element of the University Communily Plan and not from the original 
land grant. 
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ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE 
DlDICATfD TO ECClSYSTtM PKOTfCllCIW AND S i m M N A S L i L*ND U5E 

Jl 

May 20.2007 

Allison Sherwood, Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego, Developmeni Services Depanmenl 
1222 Fust Avenue, MS 531 
SanDiego, CA 92101 

Re: Comments on Salk Institute Master Plan, DEIR 

Dear Ms. Sherwood, 

The Endangered Habitats League has followed Ihis proposal for several years and over 
lhal time has visited the site, identified areas of concem, and provided Salk 
representatives with suggestions related lo those concems. 

While impacts to sensitive biological resources per the DEIR may appear minimal with 
respect to gross acreages, it is important to underetand that this area supports a complex 
of natural vegetation communities exceedingly rare in type, composition, and location. 
Consequently, our comments to the applicant's original proposal included the following 
recommendati ons: 

1. Consistency with MSCP standards, emphasizing avoidance over mitigation 
2. Provide a "nel environmental benertt" to species, and reserve design 
3. Avoid direct or indirect impacts to vemal pools. Enhance existing vemal pools. 

Provide a public educational opportunity in association with the vemal pool 
complex. 

4. Conlrol non-native and invasive species 
5. Include City owned land in MHPA boundary adjustment 
6. Provide adequate funding for ongoing management and moniioring. 
7. Maximize avoidance to Diegan coastal sage scrub on Ihe soulhem mesa proposed 

temporary housing area 

Wiih the inclusion of recommendations regarding ihe brush management zone, our 
comments will be limited to these areas of concem. 

MHPA 
Our initial impression when viewing the MHPA boundary for the entire area was that the 
MHPA boundaiy was drawn exclusively according lo property ownership and did not 

fl^24-A S«WT* MONICA BLVD.. *S92. LOS AMOIIIS. CA 90n69-«67 • www.iHitACU!.o«c • PHONI 2IJ.B0* 2750 • FA* 323654.1931 
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JI Comment noted. The MHPA proposed as parr of the Refined Project Design would 

encompass undeveloped land on the north mesa (amounting to 1.3 acres). Addicionally, the 
Refined Project Design proposes a conservation easement over the south mesa to preserve its 
resources in perpetuity (see the Preface to the Final EIR for additional details). With regard to 
invasive plant species, the applicant would remove all invasive species from the Salk premises, 
including the additional areas referenced in this comment, as part of the Exocic Vegetation 
Removal Plan (see Appendix F to the biological technical report). Non-invasive hydroseed 
mix (see Table 1 in the Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan) would be applied fot erosion control 
on any area larger than 100 square feet. Therefore, invasive species would be removed from 
the areas in question regardless if they arc added to the MHPA, 
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lake inlo account biological functions within ihis ecological complex. For example, 
topographic influence on biological resources and ecosystem function was ignored, 
particularly along the soulhem mesa boundary. 

While the proposed addition of 3.2 acres net to Ihe MHPA is quantitatively a positive, Ihe 
influence on reserve design and function, again particularly on the south, is the more 
appropriale melric by which to value the addidonal acreage. The proposed additions lo 
Ihe MHPA would improve reserve design and would contribute lo ihe long-term 
functions and values of the biological system. These contributions are compromised 
however by iwo issues outside the control of the applicants: Adjacent Cily owned land, 
and the brush management zones, 

Il is our understanding that the applicants forwarded our suggestion to City slaff lhal City 
owned land in the southwest (induding ihe road and pump facility), and southeast 
quadrants be included in the MHPA boundary adjustmenl (DEIR Figure 5.3-3). City staff 
apparently rejected this proposal, in pan because of the degraded nature of Ihe some of 
the area, or designation as a fire buffer. 

H'g recommend lhal the Cin make these additions lo Ihe MHPA. These areas could then 
be managed and monitored consistent with the adjacent Salk open space. Invasive non-
native species (present in bolh areas) could be eliminated, restoration of the degraded 
areas around the pump stalion could be implemenled. and the future of this rare coastal 
remnam complex of vegetation communities would bc greatly enhanced. If Ihe cost of 
implementing these actions underlies the slaff position, EHL would commit resources lo 

Jielping the City find grant funding. 

Brush Management 
Fire safety should not focus entirely on application of bmsh management clearing 
standards. Under any devciopment altemalive, fire resistant construction materials and 
fire-safe building technique and design should bc majtimally utilized, and brush 
management zones adjusted accordingly. The objective is to avoid or reduce impacts to 
natural lands wherever possible as a firsl choice. The function and value of the preserve 
areas could be greatly enhanced if the proposed brush management zones were amended 
in three specific locations. 

• Brush Managemenl Zone 2 within the vemal pool complex in the Northern Preserve 
Area is unnecessary. This particular vemal pool complex has a very low fuel load and 
will be managed to conlrol non-native (potentially fire-flashy) species. If necessary, 
auxiliary water supply source could be located in this relatively small area for fire 
contingencies. We recommend the elimination of Zone 2 jn (fiis area. 

* Maritime succulent scmb is one of Ihe rarest plant communities in this ecoregion. Bmsh 
Managemenl Zone 2 wiihin the maritime succulent scrub on the Northern Preserve Area 
should bc adjusted to reduce the 50% clearing standard by providing an auxiliary water 
supply. In co^unaion with adiacent nre-sctf? fymlding design, we recommend providing 

o 
o 
o 
CO 

ro 

J2 Comment noted. The applicant and City both agree that it is desirable to reduce impacts 

to sensitive habitat caused by btush management. With regard to the vernal pool area, the 
appiicani has modified the Salk Community Center Building as part of the Refined Projeci 
Design such that no brush management occurs in the vernal pool area (see Figure 5.3-2 in che 
Final EIR). Wich regard co the maritime succulent scrub, no reduction in brush managemenr 
impacts can be implemented under the existing regulations and the Refined Project Design; 
however, any sensitive plant species that occur within Zone 2 would be tagged before brush 
management is initiated, as described in Section 5.3-2 ofthe Habitat Management Plan. 
Additional reductions in brush management could occur in the future if the City adopts an 
alternative compliance brush management plan for the Salk Community Center that avoids 
impacts in the sensitive habitat while providing fire protection thai is functionally equivalent 
to the required fire break. 
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a yvater suppjylfire suppression system as a pre contingency allernptive la the 50% Zone 
2 clearing requirement. 

* For preserve design and species conservation purposes, the Southern Preserve Area 
should be expanded. We recommend tht Southern Preserve Area expanded to include all 
lands up to brush Managemenl Zone 2. 

Residential Units, South Mesa 
While technically outside of the MHPA. we identified impacts to this high value Diegan 
coastal sage scrub area as one of particular concem - from our perspective an area that 
should have been included in the MHPA when those boundaries were initially drawn. 

Early versions of the residential footprinl were unnecessarily expansive. The applicants 
have reduced Ihe footprint and while we recommend impacts to this area avoided 
entirely, we acknowledge that the proposed avoidance is consistent with tbe MSCP. The 
North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would locate this and Ihe day care 
facility on the north mesa, but eliminate soulhem MHPA additions. If life North Mefa 

InUns'tfied Alternative is chosen, we recommend that the entire south mesa be added to 
ibeMiEA. 

North Mesa Vernal Pool Comptez 
The applicants have adopted an avoidance and conservation strategy consistent with our 
recomraendalions for the vemal pool complex. Of particular concem were indirect 
impacts from toxic hardscape ninoff, Wc appreciate that water quality impacis on the 
north mesa will provide a net benefit vis-fi-vis existing conditions should the project be 
adopted. Concerns remain that adequate funding is available to implement long-term 
management and monitoring for the entire preserve, including the vemal pool complex. 

Restoration, Monitoring and Management Funding and Perfonnance 
If a pioject alternative is approved, adequate funding and performance standards/success 
criteria must be provided for 

• Restoration of degraded habitat 
• Eiimination of non-native and invasive species 
• Monitoring for implementation compliance and species and habitat conservalion 
• Adaptive management of preserve areas 

As a condition of proiect approval, we recommend thai Area Specific Mamgement 
Directives fo devefapetf, pfrformance sfftpdards tpid ttrneUrps explicitly frfepftjgdjfej: 
eccA of these categories, andfimdifig provided framed on q PAR (inalvsis (Property 
Analvsis Record- Center p r Natural Lands Manatementi. 

J3 

J4 

J5 
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Comment noted. The City appreciates the commenter's acknowledgment that habitat 
impacts would occur outside the MHPA, consistent with the MSCP Subarea Plan, Impacts 
to sensitive habitat avoided by the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would 
also be avoided by the Refined Ptoject Design, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR 
In both cases, the applicant would not shift the south mesa habitat into the MHPA since it. 
biological mitigation obligation would be met in the MHPA proposed un the north mesa. 

Comment noted. The vernal pools will be monitored and managed as described in the 

proposed Habitat Management Plan (HMP) appended to the EIR (sec Appendix B). 

The projeci HMP has been modified consistent with the Refined Project Design, which excludes 
the south mesa from the MHPA since the biological mitigation obligation for the project can 
be satisfied in the MHPA on the north mesa. In terms of habitat enhancement, non-native 
and invasive species would be removed from the Salk property during the implcmentatio 
of the Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan. As shown in Table 2 of the HMP, non-native specie;. 
removal would bc monitored twice annually after the 25-moiich monicoring period for erosion 
control is completed under the Exotic Vegetacion Removal Plan. The $44,500 endowmenc 
concained in the HMP was developed using an estimate of the costs to conduct the required 
HMP tasks annually, taking into account that a portion ofthe funding would come out of 
the Salk Institute's annual operating budget for HMP tasks they would be responsible for, 
including exocic species control and trash removal in the preserve. Thus, the endowmenc 
would be for non-Salk Institute tasks identified in Table 2, such as vernal pool monitoring and 
annual reporting. Because the HMP was reviewed and approved by the Wildlife Agencies, 
i.e., USFWS and CDFG, prior to its telease as part ofthe EIR, the endowment was deemed 
adequate by City staff. 
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The PAR will provide an accurate assessment of long-term management costs and define 
a necessary endowment. We arc unable lo assess the adequacy of the proposed 
endowment of $44,500. 

The Biological Technical Report (sections IV and V) indicates that a final assessment for 
the removal of exotic vegetation wifl bc pieformcd at the end of a 25-month period. 
However, there is no obligation to insure that the exotic vcgctalion removal is successful 
or complete; on the contrary success criteria associated with invasive control is explicitly 
OULrequired. We recommend lhal success crileria be developed and adopted and the tim 
Period for invasive species conlrol extend for a period gffive vears. 

Thank you for your consideratjon. 

Sincerely. 

Michael Beck 
San Diego Director 

c 
c 
c 
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SAN DIEGO AUDUBON SOCIETY 
4891 Pacific Highway. Suite 112 • San Diego CA 92! 10 • 619/682-7200 

May 20, 2007 

Ms. Allison Shenvood. Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego Development Services Center 
1222 1st Ave, M S 501 
SanDiego, CA 92101 

Re: Salk Institute Master Plan 
Project No, 44675 

Dear Ms. Sherwood, 

The San Oiego Audubon Society (SDAS) appreciates the opportunity lo comment on the Salk 
Institute Master Plan Draft Environmental Impacl Report (DEIR). We also thank the Salk 
Instilute for inviting San Diego Audubon to several public information meetings that explained 
the project and solicited our comments. 

The Master Plan has incorporated a number of environmentally beneficial design concepts into 
the project: underground parking, turf surtace on the parking garage, containment/treatment of 
water runoff from hard surtace areas and sheet flow discharge from high volume runoff. 
However, we do have several questions about olher aspects of the DEIR. 

Daycare Facility 
As noted in Figure 5.3-2 and on page 5.3-18, approximately 1.83 acres of sensitive habilal will 
be eliminated and several sensitive species of plants end animals impacted by the project. 
Additional impacts to habilal will occur from bmsh management. The bulk ot these impects are 
associaled with tha daycare facility. An alternative design should be considered that relocates 
the daycare fadlity to the north mesa. The Community Center building Is a logical relocation 
choice since it will have 117,000 sq. tt. and the daycare laciiity requires only 12.000 sq. ft. -
aboul 10% of the total square footage of the center. It should also be possible lo use the turf 
area ot the garage tor the 10,000 sq. ft. play area. Daycare parking could be designated in the 
adjacent garage. Relocating the daycare facility would preserve a large portion of the south 
mesa since Ihe daycare parking spaces and brush managemenl would no longer be needed. 
Relocating would also improve the esthetics ot the project and allay many of the concerns 
expressed by area neighbors. 

Trail Impacts 
The DEIR does not mention public access impacts to ths Southwest Beach Trail from Ihe west 
end of Salk Institute Road (Public Parksn"rails comments, page 5.2-16 and Figure 5.2-1), II le 
clear from aerial photographs (Figure 5,2-1) that people use this route to the beach. Tha onty 
other access Is from La Jolla Farms Road. Tha impects to public access to the Southwest Trail 
from Salk Institute Road should be discussed in the EIR. 

CD 
CD 

o 
te 
cn 

Kl The commenter's mention of environmentally beneficial design concepts of the project is 

noted. 

K2 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) 

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

K3 The City respectfully notes that if people are using the "Southwest Beach Trail" route (referred 

to as Box Canyon Trail in the BIR) to access the beach, they are actually trespassing on private 

properly, as the trail visible on EIR Figure 5.2-1 extends directly from the western terminus 

of Salk Institute Road, a private driveway on Institute property. No public access impacts 

were discussed in the EIR because this route does not necessitate protection since ic seem 

from private property; therefore, no addicional analysis is required. As noted on page 5.1 -21 

ofthe EIR, "[t]he ptoposed project would not affect access to the beach along Box Canyon 

Trail, an unimproved foot trail that extends west from Black Gold Road." Sufficient public 

access to Box Canyon Trail currently exists from off-site Black Gold Road (not La Jolla Farms 

Road as mentioned in the comment) and would remain unchanged and unimpeded with 

implementation ofthe proposed project. See response to comment 17 from che San Diego 

Sierra Club for relaced discussion. 
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Domestic Pet Impacis 
The potential impact of domestic pets is discussed on page 5.3-2B. Specifically mentioned is the 
Ihreat from cats, which kill large numbers of birds, rodenls and reptiles. The DEIR then comes 
to the amazing conclusion that since the residents in the temporary housing units are less likely 
to have pets, there is no significant impact. 

A single cat could wipe out the entire local population of endangered California gnatcatchers in 
a few days, especially during nesting season which runs from March 1 to August 15, 
Furthermore, birds that live in the coastal sage scrub and chaparral habitat nest on or near tbe 
ground, making them especially vulnerable to both cats and dogs. Escaped cats could easily 
become lost in the unfamiliar surroundings and become feral. Pets, especially cats, should not 
be allowed in the temporary housing facility. Any deviation from the no-pets policy should have 
strict, enforceable mles on keeping the pets indoors and significant penalties tor failure to do so. 

"Invasive Plant Removal 
Removal of tour species of exolic, invasive plants on Salk property is covered on page 3-11 of 
the DEIR. However, there is no menlion of when Ihis would be accomplished. The DEIR should 
specify that removal ot invasive plants would occur at the outset ol the project. Otherwise, the 
problem will only get worse in the canyon and adjacent hillsides, all of which are part of MHPA. 
In order to address areas in the MHPA where invasive and exotic plants have already spread, 
Salk could coordinate with volunteer groups and the city to remove or kill the plants In the 
affected areas. 

"San Diego Audubon recognizes the positive aspects of this project, but believes the natural 
environment and esthetic qualities of site will be greatly improved by relocating the daycare 
laciiity lo the north mesa. This could be done without impacting the mission of the Salk Institute 
or the quality of daycare. If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact 

_me. 

Sincerely, 

Mel Hinlon . 
President 
melhinton@sbcglobal.net 
619-682-7200 

K4 

K5 

As discussed in response to comment A3 from the Wildlife Agencies, the applicant is no 
longer proposing to construct the temporary housing quarters, therefore, there is no need for 

a "no pets policy." 

As noted in the projecc Habitat Management Plan (HMP) and detailed in che Exotic 
Vegetation Removal Plan (EVRP; Appendix V to the project Biological Technical Repott), the 
tatgeted removal of four exocic species, chosen for their severity as noxious exotic vegetation 
in the atea, would begin concurrent with construction ofthe first building under the proposed 
project (i.e., at the outset of the project). (A statement noting the timing of the targeted 
vegetation removal has been added to page 3-10 ofthe Final EIR.) A 25-month maintenance 
and monitoring period will follow the initial plant removal and, following the 25-month 
period, as required in the EVPR, the Salk Institute will conduct ongoing exotic species 
control activities as described in Section 5-2 ofthe HMP Specifically, as noted in response 
to comment D7 from the California Department of Parks and Recreation, the Institute will 
be responsible for removing populations of all exotic plant species included in the California 
Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) Invasive Plant Inventory. Zero Tolerance Species (including 
species ranked High by Cal-IPC) will be identified and mapped during initial site visits to 
the preserve area and such species will be removed within two weeks after their discovery. 
Focused weeding events also will take place in January/February and again in April/May, with 
additional weeding to occur as needed throughout the remainder of the year. Prevention/ 
reduction of exotic species introduction on the project site will be an on-going process. 

K6 Comment noted. 
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May 21,2007 

Ms. AtJiscm Sherwood, Environmental PUnner 
City of San Diego Developmeni Services Center 
I2221stAve,MS501 
SanDiego, CA92101 

I I I I I t { » 
COASTKEEPER 

RE: Coastkeeper Comments on the Salk Instilule Masier Plan Draft EIR (Project No. 44675) 

Dear Ms. Sherwood: 

1 am writing on behalf of San Diego Coastkeeper (Coastkeeper) an environmental organization 
working lo protect regional waters in Southern California, Wilh 5,000 supporters, Coastkeeper is 
Ihe largesl non-profit organization dedicated to coastal proteclion in San Diego. We have ' 
participated in the master pian process for the Salk Institute for the last twn years, including 
several meetings with project proponents and are pleased lo comment on this drafl Environmental 
Impacl Report (dEIR), 

We write in support of the comments by the Universily City Planning Group (Linda Colley) and by 
Attorney Courtney Coyle, Our specific commenls will be limited lo issues of water qualily, 
however we urge you lo resolve the very real concems brought up by Ihese commentors before 
moving forward on the project. 

Surface RunofftSeclionS.Sissues 1&!) 
Developmeni of all kind can have a dramatic effect on erosion, water quality and sedimentation. 
By preventing the infiltration of rainfall and olher precipitation into the soil, developments which 
increase impervious cover (e.g. roads, buildings and paridng lots) or charmeiiie flow represent a • 
significant alteration in Ihe natural hydrologic cycle. Impervious cover causes more water to reach 
waterways faster and with proportionally greater erosive force than natural hydrology. This 
increased erosion and channel instability resulting from impervious cover contribute lo 
downstream sedimentation which can suffocale and contaminate riverine ecosystems. We were 
pleased to see that Ihe dEIR actually reduces impervious cover. However, despite the net decrease 
in impervious surface, there is an increase in runoff at several locations wiihin the project. 

Figure 5,8-2 shows runoff conditions for both pre and post eonsttuction. In particuiat, we are 
concerned with runoff from the north mesa into the canyon (interior of the project sile). The flows 
have changed from the current l.B cubic feel per second (cfs) to a projected 5.7 els. Similarly, 
drainage off the western end of the soulh mesa has increased by 6.4 cfs. Given the known 
conlaminants in Ihis surface water (see table 5.8-1) the increased flow inlo our canyons and MSCP 
lands is potentially problematic. 

The dEIR (p. 5.8-13) asserts that discharge from the north mesa would be dissipated througha 
vegetated swale andlor generally level lerrain. Please spedfy what miligalion will actually be built 
and provide supporting figures to demonstrale no increase in downstream erosion potential. Also, 
specify the design storm used (if any) in this calculation. 

2825 Dewey Road, Suile 200 San Diego, CA 92106 61975fl-77« Fa. 619-224-4618 www.sdroastkreper.org 

Ll C o m m e n t noted. Responses to the Universiry Communi ty Planning Group and Courtney 

Coyle are provided in this Final EIR. 

o 
L2 Implementat ion o f t h e proposed project would result in minor increases in lOO-year s torm ^ ^ 

runoff at several outlet points (with all remaining outlets exhibit ing no increase or a n e t ^ ^ i 

decrease in 100-ycar flows). The Refined Project Design, which would leave the southern ^ O 

mesa undeveloped, would maintain the runoff characteristics from that portion o f t h e s i te^fc* 

as they exist today and no increase in flows would occur from the southwest outlet (see the - v j " 

Preface to the Final EIR). T h e EIR addresses increased flows on page 5 .8-13 , and concludes 

that no associated significant impacts would occur based on the telalively minor increases, as 

well as reductions in discharge velocity accomplished through the following considerations 

outlined on page 5.8-13 in the EIR: (1) the flow increase at the central portion o f the north 

mesa would be directed through a vegetated, rock-lined swale (i.e., r iprap apron), and/or 

generally level landscaped areas prior to entering the adjacent canyon, which would slow an 

disseminate the flows (as well as allow for infiltration), and effectively reduce the potential 

for concentrated flows and downstream erosion; and (2) post-development flows at the 

northwestern corner of the south mesa would pass through an existing energy dissipation 

s t ructure that is adequate to accommodate the described runoff increase, and would slow and 

disseminate ihe flows prior to off-site discharge. Therefore, the minor increase in flows woutd 

not cause erosion, water quality and sedimentation impacts . 

L3 As noted in this commen t and above in response co comment 1,2, Figure 5.8-2 depicts an 

increase in post-development flows. T h e EIR acknowledges on page 5-8-19 that "Long-

te tm project operation and maintenance could result in the generation and off-site t ransport 

of urban and industrial con taminan ts . . .wi th associated potential effects...in downst ream 

receiving waters." This discussion also goes on to describe tbe fact that the project wouid 

conform to applicable N P D E S and City Storm Water Standards through the implementat ion 

of apptopt ia te post-construction site design, source control and t rea tment concrol BMPs. 

Specific proposed BMPs are idenlified in the EIR and accompanying technical studies, 

including: ( I ) site design features, (2) source control measures and (3) treatmenc control 

measures (sec page 5.8-19). As described in the project Water Quali ty Technical Report 

(Appendix H of the EIR), the described combination of site design, source control an 

t rea tment control BMPs would effectively address potential impacts ftom ptojcct-relatcu 

runoffand contaminant generat ion, and would provide conformance with applicable N P D E S 

and City of San Diego Storm Water Standards for both the proposed project and the existing 

facility. 

L4 A S noted above in the response to comment L3, proposed BMPs associated with the north 

mesa would involve site design (minimizing impervious surfaces, directing runoff into 

vegetated areas on-site, and use of native and/or drought-tolerant vegetation), source control 
(stenciling and moni tor ing/maintenance of storm drain inlets, use of IPM, and installation 

of native and/or drought- to lerant landscape varieties), and t rea tment control (vegetation- or 

rock-lined swales and s torm drain filter inserts) measures to address potential impacts related 

to project-generated runoffand contaminants , 
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As noted in Table "A" in the Drainage Study (Appendix G of the EIR) and discussed above, 
there will bc an increase in peak flow of 3 9 cfs from Basin 3, but an overall reduction of 4,7 
cfs of overland flow into the canyon from the north. The 0.9 cfs increase downstream ofthe 
southern outfall that was previously identified in the Draft EIR would not occur under the 
Refined Project Design, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. Therefore, although 
the development would result in increased peak flows at the aforementioned outlet points, 
the existing and proposed velocity-reducing devices [i.e., vegetated and/or rock-lined (riprap) 
swales] would be adequately sized to manage projected peak flows. No significant increase in 
downstream erosion potential would occur as a result ofthe implementation of such devices 
in the proposed project. Inclusion of supporting calculations and figures showing the erosion-
reduction potential of the existing velocity-reducing devices is not required under CEQA. A 
100-year design storm was used in calculating the pre- and posr-construction flow rates. 

o 
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Page 2 

The southwestern increase is labeled as minor in the dEIR (p. 5.B-13) and the enisling energy 
dissipater is given as adequate lo accommodate additional flow wilhout changing erosion 
potential. Please support ihis statement with specific capadties. 

" Shml-lem Construclion i5.8-14) 
As ihe dEIR points out, ihe potential lor the discharge of pollutants lo storm water from 
contaminated or erodible surface areas is even higher during the construction phase. The most 
effective way to control erosion is to preserve existing vegetation. Preservation of natural 
vegetation provides a natural buffer zone and an opportunity for infiltration of slorm water and 
capture of the pollutants in the soil matrix. The advanlages of preservalion of natural vcgelation 
are that higher quantities of slonn water mnolf can be handled lhan newly seeded areas, increased 
Filtering capacity is achieved through dense vegetation and root systems found in preserved 
natural vegetation and preservation of natural vegetation is usually less maintenance than planting 
new vegetation. Due to these advantages, we ask that preservation of natural vegetation be 
implemented as the primary mechanism lo prolecl waler quality in areas containing contaminaled 
or erodible surfaces. 

No specific construclion and post-consfruclion BMPs are laid oul in the dEIR, Instead, the 
document depends on the regulatory framework of City slormwaier standards (identified on p. 
5.8-6), Please identify the specific measures that will be taken on Ihis project. To the extern Ihe 
BMPs are based on sile specific characteristics (p. 5.B-15) those characteristics should be we!t 
known at Ihis point. If sudi specifics are to be identified in the future, this documeni is better 
considered a programmatic EIR rather lhan a project level EIR, 

The reliance on the munidpal permit also requires the dEIR to be brough! up to date. References 
in this seclion are to the 2001 Municipal Permit. In January of this year, before the distribution and 
notice of this document, the Regional Water Qualily Control Board adopted a renewal of the 2001 
permit. The new permit contains many new regulations, including those related to 
hydromodification. Other dates also need lo be updated. The TMDL and section 303(d) list 
discussion on page 5.8-4 refer to the 2002 list. In fact, the 2006 303(d) list has been approved by the 
EPA, and a 2008 list is pending at the State Water Board. Please update the requisite figures, 
tables, and text to reflecl these changes. 

Loij-ttrm Operalion and Mainttnarce (5.S-W 
Maintenance is a key component of any successful stormwater conlrol program. While this section 
offers a commitment for maintenance of private on/site fadlibes, Ihe section does not spedfically 
idenlify Ihe long-term BMPs as facilities. Please clarify this issue by committing suffident ongoing 
resources to adeqoately maintain all stormwater control and treatment features, including 
maintenance of drainage swales, energy dissipalers, as well as storm drains. 

Tlie dEIR makes no spedfic mention of the downstream Areas of Special Biological Significance 
(ASBS). La Jolla is home to two of these unique 'aqua gems'; San Diego-Scripps and La Jolla are 
contiguous ocean areas lhal are also overlapped by olher state designations and protections. The 
most significant threat to these beautiful areas is slormwaier runoff from increased developmeni. 
Although no discharge is allowed into these areas, the dEIR does not discuss how all runoff from 
the pioject will be prevented from entering the ASBS. Nor is there any discussion on cumulative 
waler quality impacts and their possible significance. Please add the required sections and discuss 
how nmoff and assodated contaminant loads will be kepi out of the ASBS. 

2825 Dewey Road, Suite 200 San Ditgo, CA 92106 619-758-7743 Fa» 619-224-4638 www.Klcoaslkeeper.org 

L5 A runoff increase projected in the southwest , as described in the Draft EIR, would not occur 

under the Refined Project Design because the southern mesa would remain undeveloped; 

therefore, this comment is no longer applicable. 

L6 C o m m e n t noted. T h e project applicant recognizes the stated concerns regarding the 

preservation of natural vegetation, and the proposed design incorporates such preservation 

wherever feasible. Specifically, impacts to native habitats are limited to less than 0.1 acre (as 

described in Section 5.3 o f the Final EIR), with substantial areas of native habitat on the north 

and south mesas co be preserved in perpetuity under the Refined Project Design. 

L7 C o m m e n t noted. T h e EIR identifies a number of potential construction BMPs co address 

issues including erosion/sedimentation, construction-related hazardous materials, demoli t ion-

related debris generat ion, and disposal of exttactcd g roundwate r on pages 5-8-14 th rough 

5.8-18. The determinat ion of wliich of these measures, and their locations, will be m o ' 

appropriate on the ground will be made as p a n of the Storm Water Pollution Prevenrio. 

Plan ( S W P P P ) ptocess, in consultation with the R W Q C B and the City of San Oiego. T h e 

process of identifying the types and locations of construction BMPs tha t will be most effeccive 

in prevent ing and controlling the discharge of conscruccion-relaced concaminants entails the 

use of final grading plans, as well as the site-specific conditions referenced on page 5.8-15 

and S W P P P contractor preferences based on previous experience (i.e., there are typically a 

number of potential options to address individual concerns). Based on these conditions and 

the fact that preparation of a S W P P P is separate from (and typically not completed until 

after) the CEQA process, it is generally not appropriate to identify specific constmct ion BMPs 

in an EIR. 

Post-cons truct ion BMPs are specifically called out on pages 5.8-18 and 5.8-19 of the EIR, with 

these measures summarized above in the response to comment L3, and detailed descriptions 

provided in the project Water Quali ty Technical Report. 

L8 C o m m e n t noted. As indicated in this comment , a tevised Municipal Petmit was adopted 

by the RWQCB on January 24, 2007 (under Order No. 2007-0001). The associated City 
Storm Water Standards have since been updated. If, after these Scandards are adopted, it • 
determined that additional or modified measures are required to provide conformance wit 
the NPDES Permit and City Storm Water Standards, the design of the proposed project 
storm water system would be modified accordingly. The Municipal Storm Water Permit 
discussion on pages 5.8-6 and 5.8-7 ofthe EIR has been updated to reflect the 2007 adoption 
ofa renewal ofthe 2001 permit. 

The approved 2006 303(d) list includes the same 3.9-mile stretch of Pacific Ocean shotelinc 

within the Scripps HA identified in the EIR as the only impaired water downstream (with 

identified contaminants limited to bacterial indicators on both the 2002 and 2006 lists). It 

should also be noted that, while the 2002 listing referenced in the EIR identified several 
beaches within approximately 1.5 miles of the project site as specific areas of impairment, 

che 2006 list identifies only Children's Pool Beach as impaired, with this area located 
approximately 3 miles south of the project site. While it is appropriate to use the most 
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L8 cont. 

recent approved 303(d) listing as described by the commenter, information from pending or 
draft lists is not included as such data may be subject to modification prior to adoption. The 
TMDL and 303(d) list discussion on page 5.8-4 of the EIR has been updated to refer to the 
2006 303(d) list and to reflect the inclusion of Children's Pool Beach as the only specific area 
of impairment in the vicinity. 

L9 As described above in the response to comment L3, post-construction BMPs are specifically 
called out on pages 5.8-18 and 5.8-19 of the EIR, with detailed descriptions provide in 
the project Water Quality Technical Report. The EIR notes on page 5.8-19 that "Et]he 
applicant shal! be responsible for all long-term maintenance of private facilities/areas wiihir 
the project sice..."-and "...shall emcr into a Storm Water Management and Discharge 
Control Maintenance Agreement with the City of San Diego to ensure the establishment and 
maintenance of permanent BMPs within the project site...". Additional details regarding 
the Storm Water Management and Discharge Control Maintenance Agreement, as well as a 
sample document, are provided in the project Water Quality Technical Report. 

LU) The referencedSanDiego-Scripps(ASBS31)and La Jolla (ASBS 29) Areas of Special Biological 
Significance are locaced a minimum of approximately 1.1 miles south ofthe project site, with 
associated mnoff theteforc not directly tributary to these ateas. As pteviously described, 
che project design includes a number of proposed measures to address both short- and long-
term potencial concerns from project-related runoffand contaminant generation. Pursuant 
to discussion in the EIR and the project Water Quality Technical Report, these measures 
would ensure conformance with all applicable regulatory requirements related to hydrology 
and water quality, would result in runoff containing fewer contaminants than existing site 
runoff, and would reduce all associated project impacts below a level of significance. Based 
on the described conditions, no significant hydrology/water quality impacts to the referenced 
Areas of Special Biological Significance arc anticipated ftom implementation ofthe ptoposed 
project. 

Potential cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts ate discussed in Section 7,2,8 of 
the EIR, with this evaluation concluding that "[ilmplementation of BMP design features, 

conformance with all applicable permic and regulatory requirements and enforcement of 
those permit requirements...and entering into a Storm Water Management and Discharge 

Control Maintenance Agreement with the City would avoid any potential for cumulatively 

significant water quality impacts." Based on the above discussion, this conclusion would 

also apply to potential cumulative hydrology/water quality impacts associated with the San 

Diego-Scripps and La Jolla Areas of Special Biological Significance. 

CD 
O 
CD 
CO 
cn 
o 

RTC-5 7 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Page3 

LH Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter. We appredale the dedication 
of the project proponents in working with outside groups such as ours and encouraging discussion 
on all aspects oi the project. We look forward lo seeing the above comments spedfically addressed 
and issues resolved in the final EIR. Please do not hesitate to contact me al 619 7SB'7743 ext. 109 or 
gabe®3dcoaslkeep;r.prg with any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

Gabriel Solmer, Esq, 

Legal Dirtctor 

San Diego Coastkeeper 

2825 Dewey Road, Suite 200 San Diego, CA 92106 619-758-7743 Fax 619-224-4638 www.tdcoastkeeper.otg 

Ll Comment noted. 
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Friends of Rose Canyon 
6804 Fisk Avenue 

SanDiego, CA 92122 
858-597-0220 

Rosccan yon @ san. rr.com 

May 21, 2007 

Allison Sherwood, Environmenial Planner 
City of San Diego Development Services Center 
1222 Ist Ave, mail slop 501 
San Diego.CA 92101 
Subject: Friend of Rose Canyon comments on the Salk EIR 
Dale: May 21,2007 

Re: Project Number 44675, SCH No. 2004111049 
. Senl by email, with Attachments 1 and 2 

Dear Ms, Sherwood: 

On behalf of the friends of Rose Canyon we submit the following commenls regarding 

the Saik Institute Master Plan draft Environmental Impact Statement, 

This comment from the Friends of Rose Canyon adopts in their cnlitety and incorporates 

by reference comments made by Coutlney Coyle in her commcnl Idler regarding ihe 

proposed Salk Instilute Master Plan on behalf of the La Jolla Farms homeowners dated 

May 7, 2007, and incorporates by reference the comments of ihe University City 

Planning Group in their comment leiter from Linda Colley, Chairperson of the University 

City Planning Group dated May 3,2007. The friends of Rose Canyon commeni also 

incorporates by reference the deed granted by the city of San Diego to the Salk Institute 

for Biological Sludies dated December 19, 1961. The Friends of Rose Canyon's 

commcnl also incorporates by reference ihe composite of ihe agreemenl between the city 

of San Diego and the Salk Insliiuie for Biological Sludies dated June 3, 1966, Our 

comments are largely based on thai latter documeni, and arc focused on two major issues: 

1, The composite agreemenl does not include a provision thai allows a day care 
cenler io be buill on the south Mesa, and 

2. The City should consider restoring the provision that would allow reversion of 
ihe property lo the Cily in the case of an un-rectified breach of the agreement 
by Salk thai was clitninated entirely in the sixih subsidiary agreement. 

1 

RESPONSES 

M 1 Comments noted; see tesponses below. 
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Ml 

Cont. 

M2 

We particularly support Ihe comments by the UCPG Ihat raise major concerns 

about Ihe placement of the day care center on the soulh mesa and Ihe need for an 

alternative location for it An alternative location for the housing is also something 

we strongly support 

The current agreement between the City and Salk does not allow a day 

care facility. 

First, wiih respect to the provisions thai condition the usc deeded by ihe City to Saik: the 

city of San Diego agreed lo grant a conditional use pennit for uses by Salk that were 

clarified in paragraph 7 (p. 6 of the composite agreemenl). These condilions apply lo 

• Salk or any successors in interest. In ihis paragraph the Corporation agreed to limit its 

use of the properly to Ihe: 

primary purpose ofbuilding, eslablishing, maintaining and operating a 
non-prafil facilily devoted lo the advancement and dissemination of 
knowledge relevant to the heallh and well-being of man, primarily by 
research, advanced instruction and training (a) in biology, (b) in the cause, 
prevention and cure of disease, and (c) in the factors and circumstances 
conducive lo the fulfillmenl of man's biological polenlial and for purposes 
germane [hereto, including without limitation, those specified in paragraph 
6 D hereof. 

Paragraph 6 D (p. 5 ofthe composite agreement) referred to housing facilities on 

the property ("cxcepl as olherwise agreed upon between ihe City and 

Corporation") lo housing for "visiting scientists and scholars," "scientists and 

scholars in residence temporarily." "maintenance personnel," "short term guests 

and for Ihe Director of the Insliiuie of Corporation." The paragraph also included 

a reference to hospital facilities thai could be consiracted on the premises to 

provide (reatmenl "primarily related lo research conducted by Corporation on Ihe 

properly." 

Paragraph 7 and paragraph 6 D, laken togelhcr. show that although the overall intent of 

the agreemenl is to limit uses of Ihe property to construcling and operating non-profit 

research facilities, which at that time comprised Ihe North laboratory and South 

o 
o 
te 
at 
te 

M2 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (sec the Preface to the Final BIR) 

and these comments ate not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

Nonetheless, the City notes that paragraph 7 ofthe grant deed explicitly provides that the 
uses identified in paragraph 6D were not intended to be an exhaustive list—indeed, paragraph 
6D only references certain uses or portions ofthe site for housing and hospital facilities that 
wete contemplated at the time. If the City and Saik had intended it to be an exhaustive list 
of uses at the site, they would not have used the phrase "including without limitation, those 
specified in paragraph 6D hereof (emphasis added)." Instead, the agreement used the broader 
language of paragraph 7 to reflect the parties' intention that a broad range of uses that are 
"germane" to the operation ofa research facility should be permirted. 
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M2 

Cont. 

M3 

M4 

laboratory buildings (see page 4 of the composite agreement), conslniction could be 

extended io housing and hospital facilities described in paragraph 6 D. This paragraph 

indicates thai the Cily did nol intend to allow Salk full discretion to constmct any 

building lhal il wanted lo. The temporary slaff housing, and possible hospital facility 

were explicitly called out as exceptions lo the property's research purpose, must have 

been the subjecl of discussion and negotiation between the Ciiy and Salk, and diercfore 

were given their own paragraph. If there had been any intern to allow a day care center at 

that lime, that building would have been included in paragraph 6 D lo prolecl such a 

facilily from future challenges. It was not. 

We do nol argue here thai a day care center will not facilitate and promote ihe original 

non-profit research intent reflected in ihe composite agreement, but ihe City merely 

granting a permil to the day care center is nol sufficienl to honor Ihe terms of Ihe 

agreement. At the lime thai the composite agreement was framed, on sile day care was 

cxlrcmcly rare, as were the female scicnlific staff members likely to bc its major users. 

The omission of a day care facilily from paragraph 6 D is quile underslandable. However, 

the Ciiy and Salk should amend paragraph 6 D lo include a day care facility lo avoid any 

future challenges to its constmction as a breach of the agreement. 

The reversion provision should be restored 

In the original agreemenl daled January 17, 1961, the procedures thai apply in the 

instance of a breach of the lerms of ihe agreemenl by Salk are described in paragraph 8 

(p. 7). We will apply these procedures to a hypothetical case in which Salk has sold a 

parcel to a developer who prepares Io conslrucl residenlial units on the Soulh Mesa. This 

would breach the permission thai limits use of the property lo nonprofit scientific 

puiposes. The City Manager (in today's system, the Mayor) would provide notice of the 

breach io ihe developer. Within 60 days the developer wouid respond to the cily 

detailing reasons why his conduefwas nol a violation. If ihe City and Ihe developer 

could not settle iheir dispute informally, wiihin 60 days, it MUST ("shall") be submitled 

to binding arbilration. Should the developer ignore the cilv's initial complaint or the 

o 
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M3 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final BIR1 

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

M4 The City appreciates the commenter's concerns that an additional burden could be placed on 
the court system to enforce the City grant deed unless the right of reversion of the propercy 
to the City was restored co the agreement. It should be noted first that these concerns do not 
speak lo the adequacy ofthe KIR for CHQA purposes, since they do not have physical effects 
on the environment; economic and social impacts such as the potential additional burden on 
the court system do not ih themselves constitute significant impacts under CBQA. Economic 
and social impacts may be used as evidence for the significance of a physical impact - but 
thcte is no physical impact that these considerations pertain to. Subdivision ofthe property 
in and of itself will not create any new physical impacts, but will merely allow for easier 
financing and phasing of construction - which would be occurring whether the propetty is 
subdivided or not. 

In any event, the City believes the grant deed's arbitration provisions will be sufficient to 
enforce the agreement without undue burden on the court system, as most disputes should 
be resolved through arbitration. In addition, it should be noted that the otiginal agreement 
prior to the removal of the reversion provision also allowed for arbitration and litigation 
in certain circumstances to enforce the agreement's terms; as such, any additional burdet 
to the court system arising from the removal of the reversion provision is not likely to be 
significanc. 

The City does not believe that it is appropriate to amend the grant deed to restote che reversion 

provision. The proposed project does not include any changes that would otherwise require 

the appiicant and the City to reopen and renegotiate the existing agreement. In addition, 

since the reversion provision was originally removed to facilitate financing of the property, 

putting the reversion provision back by means of an amendment to the agreement could 
impair the applicant's financing efforts and the development ofthe property as contemplated 

by the proposed project. As such, neither the applicant nor the City believe it is necessary or 
prudent to renegotiate the City grant deed that has worked successfully for many decades. 
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Cont. 

orders of the binding arbitration, then ihe Citv Council could cause Ihe property lo revert 

lo Ihe city.'.1 

A ihird subsidiary agreement dated December )8lh. 1963, changed the procedure for 

handling disputes. If the dispute could not be handled informally, it slill MUST bc 

submitled to arbitration. If the developer ignored the City's complaint, or the order of Ihe 

arbilration board, the City could seek appropriale relief after 120 days in "any court of 

competenl jurisdiction for appropriale relief to require the elimination, conection or 

rectification of the said violations or breaches."3 The City could seek this allemative 

solution onlv if thev gave up die right of reversion. If they did not pursue this alternative, 

the Cily. acting ihrough the Cily Council, could seek a reversion of the property as 

described above. 

However, ihe sixih subsidiary agreemenl in the composile agreemenl dated June 3. 1966, 

eliminated the reversion provision. In the case of a perceived breach by the developer, as 

detailed in the earlier agreement, the City could try to settle informally, and if that failed 

the City MUST take the dispute to arbitraiion. If the developer failed to carry oul the 

ordere of the arbitration board, then Ihe onlv alternative for the city would be to take the 

dispute lo "any court of competent jurisdiction." "The remedy provided by this paragraph 

shall be exclusive." The paragraph concerning reversion was deleted. By deleting Ihe 

reversion provision, the entire burden for enforcement is placed on an already burdened 

court system. This is not to imply that such an approach would be inconsistent with the 

current likelihood that the court will uphold an arbitraiion decision, however this 

exclusive approach may be laborious, time-consuming and expensive for both the city 

1 Paragraph SC in the original agreement, addresses the document of completion deliverable lo Salk by the 
City after completion and inilial operation of the original buildings, the Nonh and South laboratories. The 
City's right of reversion would no longer be available with respect lo Ihese initial buildings after Salk 
obtained the document of completion. It logically would be applicable however to future construction not 
detailed in the original agreement. This language should bc claiificd. 
1 Report by the City Manager to the Honorable Mayor and City Council, dated June 8, 1965, reports on a 
certificate of completion statement daled May 28.1965. (See attachment 1.) 
' The language relating the arbitralioti provisions and the option io take Ihe dispute to court could bc 
clearer. Since the arbitration uses "shall" language, it MUST happen before either Ihe court option or the 
reversion option would be available. Our inlcrpieiation of the language is that if Ibe dispute is stilt nol 
settled after binding arbitration, then the Cily would have the opiion under subsidiary 3 of taking the matter 
to court lo oblain a remedy or Io proceed with the reversion action. 
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M4 

Cont. 

M5 

M6 

and Salk or its successor in interest. Irreparable damages lo the parcel might ensue, The 

reversion provision could provide che Cily with a more efficienl means lo enforce the 

agreement. The City should consider restoring ihis provision and clarifying the language 

lhal pertains lo the City's remedies to a breach of the agreemenl. 

Location of " t e m p o r a r y ' buildings on City property 

A lelter from John P. Fowler, Deputy Cily Manager, daled April 2, 1980. stales that the 

Cily granted a Temporary Use Permil to Salk (and to UCSD who also was occupying the 

land) for a period of 2 years. (See attachment 2.) A plot plan diagram that accompanied 

Ihe letter indicated that the temporary buildings were located on city land (thus the need 

for a Temporary Usc Permit). Another property line is indicated lo the North that is 

labeled "CITY/SALK PROPERTY LINE?" Please clarify whether these buildings arc 

still located on Ciiy land, and where ihe actual Salk property lines are localed. Please 

include any documents lhai describe a land exchange, or any agreements that modified 

the original Salk property boundaries.' 

In summary, the Friends of Rose Canyon endorses and incorporates by reference 

comments on the DEIR offered by the La Jolla Farms Homeowners and the Universily 

City Planning Group. We have pointed oul thai the agreements belwccn the City of San 

Diego and Salk do not provide an exception for the construclion of a day care center, so 

the agreement must be modified accordingly. We have also suggested that the language 

that pertains to the certificate of complelion and its scope of impact to the reversion 

provision should also be clarified. In addition, we recommended that the City consider 

restoring the reversion provision for cases in which Salk or a successor party have 

breached and nol repaired a provision or provisions of Ihe agreement. The language that 

pertains to the Cily's remedies for breach should also be clarified. Finally, we have 

asked for clarirication of Ihe location of "temporary" buildings with respect to Salk/City 

property lines. 

The La Jolla Farms Homeowners commeni letler refers lo the temporary buildings (p, 16) with respect to 
promised removal as a condition for project approval in 1991. 

o 
o 
o 
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05 

M5 The temporary buildings are not located on City land anymore, but are fully within the limits 
ofthe Salk Institute property boundary. Please see EIR Figure 2-3 for an aerial photograph o 
the Salk campus and current property lines (which encompass che temporary buildings) and 
Figure 3-1 • Page 5.1 -3 of the EIR explains that an additional CUP Amendment effectuating 
a land exchange between the City and the Institute was granted in 1985, The land swap 
eliminated 2.57 acres of Salk land from the southwestern end ofthe property in exchange 
for 2.3 acres of City-owned land on the southern end ofthe north mesa (including portions 
of Pueblo Lots 1323 and 1324). A portion ofthe land that Salk obtained from the City 
in the 1985 CUP covered che "site of temporary buildings" as shown on Attachmcnc 2 of 
the comment letter. The documents describing the land exchange and CUP amendment 
including a grant deed from the City to the Salk Institute and a quitclaim deed from the 
institute to the City, are part of the public record on file and available for viewing at the 
City. 

M6 Comment noted. Please see responses to comments M1 through M5. 
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R E P 0 R T TO THE HONORABLE 

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM THE CITY MANAGER 

JUN 8 1965 
(ros ACTICU) 

SUBJECT! SaLlt Ins t i tu t e - fiecoritble Document of Ccurpletlcn and 
CcE-mencemert of Operatior.a-

The Sola In s t i t u t e entered into an agreement detect January 13, I96I, with 
ttie City of San Dieao, iihlch agreement bei been anentlei tr> pert, by e> gub-
• idiary agretment aod second, third, aaecdad t h l r c , fourth and f i r th i-^b-
ai i iary earaer.snts. Purjuent to the esreenent, the City conveyed certain 
rea l property to the I n s t i t u t e , end tha Ins t i tu te , ' purtuant to plans and 
ipecifications tpproved by the City ar.d a hui ldinj permit itsued by tha 
City, hes censtructed on ia;d rea l property a research end itucy building 
derigneteS In Pweirrtpn oB of the ejreement os the I n i t i a l liirprovenier;t*. 

Fure^i-aph £c of tlie agremont provldet that the I n r - n u t e may, eftar com
pletion cf tlie i n i t i e i ifflproueoents and cemmencement of the I n s t i t u t e ' s 
opfcrgtioD!, epply ^o t'.ie City Icr a recordebJe document cf completion ana 
ctoaencenent of operBtior.s v-hlch, r;hen fieliverad and recorded, shall cause 
Ihs proviaior.s of Part *. of Perasrapii 6 of the a3recm"::t, r a l o t l n i '.o the 
City's r ight of reversion under certain circumstances, to be void end of 
ro further force and eTfect. 

Cr , Jonas Z. 3cllt, Preslient. cf the S»J.k Ins t i tu t e for Bioloaicel Studies, 
by le t te r iatcd June 1, 1965, requeits that the City authori re , execute 
and deliver to the ' n i t i t u t e , e recordable oocunent of completion and con-
nencenent of operations m eccordance with PBraarepn 6C of the agreement 
whereby, upon recordlngi tlie provljlons of Pert A, Parasraph 6, of the 
Bljreeneiit as to reversion for fai lure tc perfcrm tho requiromor.te of Para-
Srephs bB a.-.S 6c thereof snsl l bu vole enc cf co fui-ttwr force en; effect. 

The Frcp-rty Director, Ir. cocperetion i-ttJ tlie / i t tcr^ey 1 ' office, has 
reviewed the aareement end oBendnants tiiereto, and the Building Inspection 
Director has couOucted a survey of the fac i l i ty In order to detemine thst 
the terra; and conditiono of the asrsement have been nnttEfiBd. The revien 
Of the BSreenftnt and anendaents thereto end the survey or the f a c i l i t y 
reveal the fact that a l l terms end conditions cf the BEreepent aod anend-
nentj thereto havo been sa t i s f ied , and that the r a c l l i t y has beec cocpleted 
end operatlona have beer, conme-.iccd . llasitlns L Se l l s , Certified Public 
Account en t e , have Issued a c s r t i f j e i statement deted Mey M, 1965, certlfy-
inu to the City snd the In s t i t u t e t i e tote of ccmpletloo v.-aa Hay E8, 1565 

Copy: City C'erh - ' " 

DisiriDUtea to Council 
3j THE C tTV OF SAN O I E 5 C , C A L I F O R N I * 
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SolX. I n s t i t u t e 

md t r e co i t ar t h ( l .Tit lal Ixpi-'Cvmcuta »,- or April '£.•, Ipb i vai $11,,000,OGO. 
A.T ' r c r t l t c c t ' i C e r t i f i c a t e , CEtcfl Kny JS, IS ' i i , --a! Isiucd by Louis 1, K»hn, 
Architect FAIA, c e n i f y l n e to the ccnDlet-.m of t i e f a c i l i t y as of Moy S3, 
1965-

I t is recocaecded tha t yuu epprove the ceEolutlon Butnor l i lne the Issuance of 
t reccidable documfnt of coaipletion c.-id cocneneement of c p e r a t l o n s . 

Scfpee t ru l ly n i t o l t t e i , 

T. '.!. Fl ' i tc l ier , 
City tfanaQer 

^ J ^ . -
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THL CITY Oi 

SAN DIEGO 

O f f ICE Of TME 
CITY MANAGER 
735-6363 

CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING • 302 C STREET • SAN DIECO. CALIF. 95101 

A p r i l 2 , 1980 

The Salk I n s t i t u t e f o r B i o l o g i c a l 
S tud ies , San Oiego, C a l i f o r n i a 

P. 0. Box 8S80D 
San Diego. CA 9ZUB 

Gentlemen; 

FiLcTJ .. . • • •••"•' 

OFFKt CV ':•::-. c . !' ...-.-/.•i 
5 4 ^ DltGO. GlLlr'OiJi-ilA 

Re: Teirtporary Use Penn i t - P o r t i o n o f C i ty -owned Land Ad jacen t t o S a l t I n s t i t u t e 

The Salk I n s t i t u t e f o r B i o l o g i c a l S t u d i e s , San D iego, C f l H f o r n i a ( S a l k ) I s 
occupying the s i t e shown on the a t t ached d raw ing , pursuant t o a Temporary Use 
Pennit o r i g i n a l l y issued i n 1963 and o r a l l y extended t h e r e a f t e r w i t h o u t t e r m . 
The U n i v e r s i t y o f C a l i f o r n i a a t San Diego {UCSO) i s occupy ing a p o r t i o n o f s a i d 
p r o p e r t y , pursuant t o an agreement w i t h S a l t . I t i s agreed t h a t the terms and 
c o n d i t i o n s o f the Temporary Use Permi t should be m o d i f i e d and f f x e d a s - h e r e i n a f t e r 
se t f o r t h . 

Permiss ion i s hereby g ran ted t o S a l k , and th rough Salk t o UCSD, t o e n t e r and 
remain on the p r o p e r t y on which the temporary b u i l d i n g s are l o c a t e d , as shown on 
the at tached d r s w i n g , s u b j e c t t o t l i e f o l l o w i n g tsrs iz ;nd c o n d i t i o n s : 

1 . P e r m i t t e e ' s u s e . o f t he above- re fe renced p r o p e r t y s h a l l be l i m i t e d t o 
the p r o p e r t y and b u i l d i n g s c u r r e n t l y shown on s a i d d raw ing and s h a l l be 
used as temporary l a b o r a t o r y f a c i l i t i e s f o r the P e r m i t t e e ( S a U J and UCSD. 

2. This Permit s h a l l be In e f f e c t f o r no l o n g e r than two (2 ) y e a r s , 
beginn ing on the da te o f e x e c u t i o n hereo f by P e r m i t t e e , and nay be t e r m i n a t e d 
on t h i r t y (30) days ' advance w r i t t e n n o t i c e by e i t h e r p a r t y . 

3. Cons ide ra t i on f o r t h i s Permi t s h a l l be Two Hundred F i f t y D o l l a r s 
{$250.00) per yea r , payable i n advance, as o f t he da te o f execu t i on hereo f 
by P e r m i t t e e . 

4 . Permi t tee c e r t i f i e s t h a t a p o l i c y o f l i a b i l i t y i nsu rance i n which "The 
C i t y of San Oiego" 1s named as an a d d i t i o n a l i nsu red i s i n e f f e c t i n an 
amount not 'ess than SI m i l l i o n combined S i n g l e L i m i t L i a b i l i t y , and s a i d 
p o l i c y s h a l l be t e p t i n f o r c e f o r the d u r a t i o n o f t h i s P e r m i t . A c e r t i f i c a t e 
of sa id insurance s h a l l be f i l e d w i t h the C i t y P r o p e r t y Department upon 
execut ion of t h i s P e r m i t . 
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5. Pennittee sha l l assune the defense o f , and Indemnify and jB*e the 
C i t y of San Diego harmless from a l l c la ims, expenses and l i a b i l i t y of every 
k ind , nature and d e s c r i p t i o n , r e s u l t i n g in any manner from the use 01-
cond i t ion of the p roper ty hereinabove described and any and a l l operations 
conducted thereon which use, cond i t ion or operat ion occurs dur ing the 
period of time Permit tee occupies said proper ly . 

6. • Pennittee recognizes and understands that t h i s Permit may create a 
possessory i n t e res t subject to property taxa t ion and tna t the Penn i t t e ! may 
he subject to the p a r e n t of proper ty taxes lev ied on such i n t e r e s t , and 
agrees that such tax paynent sha l l no t reduce any ren t due t o C i t y hereunder, 
and agrees that any such tax sha l l be the l i a b i i i t y of and be paid by the 
Permittee before becoming del inquent . 

7. A l l r i sk i n connection with Permit tee's use of said p roper ty and any 
damages to the improvements thereon, thereunder, o r i n tbe v i c i n i t y thereof 
shal l be borne in f u l l by Permitee. 

6. Pennittee sha l l not use the premises in any manner, which in the opinion 
of the C i t y Manager of the C i t y of San Diego creates a nuisance or d i s tu rbs 
the quiet en joyrent o f the persons i n the surrounding area. 

9. I t i s mutua l l y agreed that the C i t y shal l not be ob l iga ted f o r any 
loss, f i nanc ia l or o therwise, which may be incurred by Permi t tee , i s a 
resu l t of te rminat ion of t h i s Permit. Permit tee expressly waives any claim 
of expense or less which Permittee might incur as a r e s u l t o f te rmina t ion 
of t h i s Permit. 

10. Upon revocat ion or other terminat ion of t h i s Permit , Permit tee sha l l 
be gi'/en a reascnablc time, net exceading s ix months, t o remove said improvements 
f ron the property and res tore said premises to I t s o r i g i n a l s t a t e , subject 
to the reasonable s a t i s f a c t i o n of the C i t y Manager and at no cost to the 
C i ty . 

11. By acceptance of t h i s Permit, both Salk and UCSD agree t o be bound by 
the terms hereof. 

Please acknowledge your agreement to the foregoing terms and cond i t ions by 
Signing the enclosed copy of t h i s l e t t e r and re tu rn ing i t to the Proper ty Department 
together wi th the required C e r t i f i c a t e of Insurance, and your check, made payable 
to the C i t y Treasurer, f o r $250 to cover considerat ion fo r t h i s year. 

Very t r u l y yours. 

Enclosures 

John P. Fowler 
Deputy C i t y Manager 

- 2 -
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/ 

negative Dec lara t ion V e r i f i e d 
and/or fjropBrLy i i mempl 
from CIR: 

jC~*<& f .&&*~~' 

The above is acknowledged and accepted 

this %X- toy ° f A1 L-y 19B0 

THE SALK INSTITUTE FOR BIOLOGICAL STUDIES, 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

By ^ d h - / , t ; i ^ £ 9 ^ r K l 
Executive Vice' President y 
Authorized Representat ive 

The above is acknowledged and accepted 

th i s - ^ day o f _.-gf^_ 1980 
IHE RECENTS OF THE 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, XJDKHIKKB 
CU BEWLF CF THE SW DIEGO CAMPUS 

By -^A^ hi t l iCML -°«« "CttT*" 
Ai tbo r i zed Representat ive 

(I-

Approved as to fonn and l e g a l i t y t h i s 

2 - — day o f S \ L > ^ W J ^ 1980 

John W. W i t t , C i t y A t to rney 

»* AAALJUJU^ 
Deputy C i t y A t t o rney " ^ 
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N: 

N2 

COURTNEY A N N COYLE 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

HtLD-PitLHEtt H O U S E 
I OOO SOLEDAD AVEHUE 

L» J O L U , CA USA 02037-30 I 7 

RECEIVED 

m o 7 zoo? 
Development Servlcoa 

TCLE^HONE: B5e-*5<-OOa7 E-MA'L: CounTCoiue@*oi..CO" FACBIMILE. 8SB-454-S<1D3 

Allison Shenvood, Environmenial Planner 
Cily of San Diego Developmeni Services 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San" Diego.CA 92101 Delivered bv Unnrt 

May 7,2007 

Re: Salk Inslitule Master Flan 
Prolecl No. 44675. SCH No. 2004111049 

Dear Ms. Shenvood: 

On behalf of Ihe La Jolla Farms Homeowners, wc submit the following comments 

regarding the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan. 

Level of CEOA review: DEIR claims it is a Project EIR pursuanI lo CEQA Guidelines 

section 15161 (DEIR, page ES-1). However, no specific design or landscape plans have 

been proposed for Ihe five Communily Cenler buildings or twelve residenlial housing 

components (DEIR, page 5.3-9). Moreover, the proposed master plan may build-out over 

thirty to fifty years. (Tech. App. C, Hisloric Resources Technical Report, page I). By 

trying to call this a Projecl EIR, the applicant is hoping to head off furlhcr environmenial 

review. This is conlrary lo CEQA, in lhal projects lhal are built oul over a subsiantial 

period of lime or in phases be programmatic environmenial documents subject to 

appropriate, fulure liered environmental review. The liering process generally 

conlemplales that agency decisions will move from Ihe general lo the specific by 

focusing first on a large land area and focusing later on smaller areas wiihin Ihe large 

area. (Remy, Thomas, et al., Guide to CEQA. 11lh ed.. page 60S). This tiering aspect is 

o 
o 
o 
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Nl To the applicant and City's knowledge, the commenter represents only four of the 
homeowners in the La Jolla Farms development who are directly adjacent to the proposed 
project, along with organizations such as the "Friends of Salk Canyon" that some ofthe 
neighbors have stated that they established and funded. Ic should be noted that the La 
Jolla Farms Homeowner's Association, itself, did not comment on the adequacy ofthe 
EIR. 

N2 As noted on pages ES-I and 1-2 ofthe EIR, this document is a Project EIR pursuant to 
Section 15161 ofthe State CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to Section 15126 ofthe State 
CEQA Guidelines, all phases of the project have been considered when evaluating its 
potential impacts on the environment. As such, the EIR examines all phases ofthe project, 
including planning, construction and operation, and all aspects ofthe project that are 
reasonably foreseeable have been analyzed. Because building footprints and massing are 
currently unavailable for the latter phases ofthe project and the applicant is proposing 
Design Guidelines to direct project implementation, which the City extensively reviewed 
and commented on during the application process, the level of project information was 
appropriate to evaluate ail potencial impacts and to prepare a Project-level EIR. Should 
substantial changes later be proposed or any ofthe project assumptions or environmencal 
circumstances contained in this document change at some point in che fucure when che 
latter phases ofthe proposed project are implemented, the City would require subsequent 
environmental review per Section 15162(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, if any of the 
conditions described in Section 15162(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines occurs. 
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N2 cont. 

A Program EIR is normally prepared for a multi-phase projecc where future phases are 
uncertain (e.g. contingent on the matket) and where sufficienc information for decailed 
environmental review of future phases is not yet available. As such, it does not require che 
same level of detail for future phases as docs a Project EIR, and is reserved for circumstances 
where the applicant and the natute ofthe project require phased construction or phased 
planning. By concrasc, sufficient information is presented in the EIR for the Salk Insticuce 
Master Plan project to allow for complete environmental review of its phases under CEQA. 
Therefore, a Project EIR was the appropriate document to prepare. 

Furthermore, the applicant has indicated to che City that it would prefer to construct 
the entire project in a single phase, in the event sufficient funding becomes available. A; 
such, ic is especially appropriate for the City to conduct iis CEQA review as a Project EIR. 
However, because the applicanr is a non-profit, which may experience delays in project 
funding from time to time, the City permits will allow for the project to be developed 
at a slower pace. The City believes it is important for the applicant to provide a Project 
EIR level of detail, in the event full funding becomes available to construct the project 
at once. As such, it is within the City's discretion to prepare a Project EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15161. 

The City has not given away its CEQA oversight in any respect. The City is simply 
following good public policy by providing ail available details about che project impaccs, 
while providing a process for addicional CEQA oversight if there are substantial changes 
in the project. 
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N2 
Cont. 

N3 

N4 

also reflected in the project's need for a Master rather than a regular Planned 

Developmeni Permil. (DEIR, page ES-7). It is against good public policy for the Cily to 

give away its CEQA oversigh! for traffic, storm waler run-off, energy and other impacts 

during (his phased, long-term projeci. Please explain if this is a Programmatic or a Projecl 

EIR. 

Similarly, wc request thai you strike ihe following paragraph: "This EIR is intended to 

provide documentation pursuant lo CEQA to cover all local, regional, slate, and federal 

permits and/or approvals which might be needed to conslrucl or implement the proposed 

project, whether or not each approval is explicitly listed below or elsewhere in the EIR." 

(DEIR, ES-6, r-3, 3-18, etc.),Thc EIR is ultimately the Cily's document; neither the Cily, 

ihe Slate, nor the Federal govemmenl can sign away their discretionary or permitting 

functions in perpetuity.' It appears that Ihrough the proposed regime ihe Institute is . 

asking the Cily and olher agencies lo limit their fulure discretion in violation of law and 

public policy.. Please explain. 

Objection lo Vestinp Tentative Map: The DEIR fails lo establish a compelling need for 

subdivision ofthe hisloric property into four parcels. It is neither in Ihe community's nor 

. the City's best interest lo allow vesting of project approvals without there being a trigger 

for additional environmental review (as necessary) as Ihe project phases are built out over 

several decades. Please describe the "certain" project approvals the appiicani anticipates 

vesling. (DEIR, ES-7 - 8). This land, once City Parkland (Tech. App. C, Historic 

Resources Technical Report, pages 30-31), was gifledto the Inslitule; citizens properly 

care thai Ihe property is being used consistent with the terms oflhe gifl: for scientific 

research by Salk. Our concem is underscored by ihe statement thai: "The Salk Inslitule 

curreniiy owns the project sile and would retain ihe right lo sell the property in pari or 

whole." (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Report, page 34). Please describe how ihe 

fot example, Ihe DEIR admits thai the Institute's existing traflic conltibutes lo cumulatively significant 
traffic impacts (DEIR, page ES-11). If prior campus and other local developmenl/addiiions had been made 
in full eonlbrmily wilh CEQA, one could expect there would be no such residual impacts. The fad is that 
Ihey did occur and other fijture impacts may occur when currenl miligalion is, ot becomes, tnadequale over 
lime. 

N3 The EIR statement mentioned in this comment is not intended to and does not tequire 
the City, state and federal governments to sign away their discretionary approval or 
permitting functions on this project. The EIR is an informacion documenc, discussing 
the impacts and micigation related to the project and is intended to assist decision
makers when they exercise their discretion to approve or disapprove the permits for the 
proposed project (see Seccion 15151 of che State CEQA Guidelines). CEQA encourages 
cooperation among local, state and federal agencies in the preparation of environmental 
analysis documents in order to reduce duplication of effort. Although the City of San 
Diego is the Lead Agency on this project, it has cooperated wich numerous state and 
federal agencies, acting as Responsible Agencies, in the planning and preparacion of chis 
documenc. Therefore, the intent of the statemeni in the EIR is to recognize that the 
document has sufficient information for each governmental entity to exercise its discretion 
on a future permit. To the extent that this EIR does not contain sufficient information 
for each permitting agency to make a decision, additional analysis would be provided 
in accordance with Sections 15162(c), 15163 and 15 164 of the State CEQA Guidelines 
through preparation ofa subsequent EIR, supplemental EIR or an addendum, respectively. 
Certificarion of this EIR does not equate to the approval or disapproval of any existing 
or future permit for the project. The City is not giving away its CEQA oversight ofthe 
proposed project, as suggested by the commenter. Should the City certify the EIR and 
approve the proposed project, it would bc simply acknowledging that the applicant has 
provided subscancial evidence in support of findings necessary for the issuance of the 
requested permits are valid and that they can be implemented by the appiicant provided 
future plans are substantially consistent with the analysis in this EIR. 

N4 Under state law, the choke between a tentative map (TM) and vesting tentative map 

(VTM) is not one the City can control. It is a decision ofthe project applicant under 
Government Code Section 66498.1(a). Per Government Code Section 66498.8, a Cicy 
must adopt ordinances and resolutions necessary or appropriate for the implementation 
ofthe Subdivision Map Act. The Salk Institute property cannot be subdivided into 
smaller legal lots without processing and approving a TM. As stated in the EIR (pages 
ES-6 and 3-16), subdivision ofthe property into mulliple lots, generally consistent with 
the potential construction phases, is needed to facilitate potential financing of each 
construction phase. When a local agency approves a VTM under Government Code 
Section 66498- 1(b), that approval confers a vested right to proceed with development that 
is in substantial conformance with the ordinances, policies and standards in effect at the 
time the application for the VTM is deemed complete. This vested right does not apply 
to development activities that are not tn substantial conformance with the VTM nor does 
it limit the application of new conditions of approval required to comply with state or 
federal law or to avoid conditions dangerous to health and safety per Government Code 
Section 66498.1(c). Therefore, with these exceptions in mind, development approvals 
that vest are all those City development permits necessary to develop the project in 
substantial conformance with the laws in effect at the time and with the VTM. 

Although the property was once gifted to the applicant for scientific research use, the 
Salk Institute cannot by law sell any part ofthe property off. The statement quoted in 
the comment from the Biological Technical Repori is incorrect and did not appear in the 
EIR, nor was it used as the basis of any analysis in the EIR. 
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N'l cont. 

Furthermore, sale of portions of the subdivided Salk property for consrruction of 
condominiums or other residential uses is clearly prohibited by Paragraph 6.D of che 
City grant deed recorded on March 13, 1961. between the applicant's predecessor and 
the City, which limits housing on the property to the following: 

"Appropriate housing for visiting scientists and scholars, for scientists and scholars "in 

residence" temporarily until they can find suitable accommodations off the site, for 

maintenance personnel, and to appropriace apartments for short-term guests and for 

the Director of the Institute." 

Other for-profit uses of the Salk property (e.g., construction of commercial or office space 
not related to Salk's research mission) would be prohibited by the terms of Paragraph 7 
ofthe City grant deed, which states that the property shall be used "only" for specified 
nonprofit research-related purposes. (See further discussion ofthis point, with the text 
of Paragraph 7, below in response to comment N12.) In general, this language would 
appear to implicitly prohibit any transfer ofthe property for any purpose other lhan for 
the operation ofa non-profit research facility. 

Under Paragraph 8 ofthe onginal City grant deed, if the terms of Paragraphs 6 or 7 are 
violated, the City has the tight to cause the entire property wich its improvements to 
revert back to the City, following the conclusion of arbitration proceedings or litigation 
to determine that a breach has occurred. Paragraph 8 of the City granc deed was lacer 
amended several times, primarily to provide for certain mortgagee protections - the 
reversionary right to City was removed in one such amendment io the City grant deed, 
and the provisions were further modified to instead require that the City file a lawsuit co 
prevent use ofthe property for any other purpose. However, Paragraphs 6 and 7 were 
not changed, so the restrictions on use remain the same. 

It should also be noted that the original reversion right was specifically incorporated into 
the original grant deed to Salk (which stated only that the grant of the property was 
subject to the City grant deed and the first amendment io it, and did mention any later 
documentation), so it would seem somewhat difficult to argue thac this reversion right 
does not apply based on any such later documentation. Even if the revised language 
without the reversion right would apply, the City has ample righrs to prevent the applicant 
from conducting any other use of the property, including by enforcing its rights under the 
City grant deed and/or by enforcing the requirements of the permits described betow. 

The subsequent permits and entitlements grained to the appiicant, and che new proposed 
permits (including a Coastal Developmeni Permil, amended Condiiional Use Permit, 
Site Development Permit/Planned Development Permit, etc.) further specify that the 
property may be used for scientific research and related purposes only. Any amendment 
to these permits and entitlements in the future (e.g. to allow a different use) would 
require a discretionary decision by the City (with accompanying public hearing) - it 
would, therefore, seem unlikely that the City would ever grant such a use. 
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N 4 
Cont. 

TMS 

N 6 

N 7 

N 8 

conditions of project approval will conlinue to attach to the parcels if Ihey are sold or 

leased by ihe Inslitule. 

Inconsistencies regatdinp phasing: The DEIR states thai the first phase would include the 

daycare facilities, Torrey East Building and parking, greenhouses, and north lawn core 

facility and shops, and that future phases wouid include the Communily Cenler buildings 

and temporary housing quarters. (DEIR, page ES-6), Yel later the DEIR says that the 

greenhouses would be a future-phase project (DEIR, page ES-10) and other sections of 

ihe documeni list other orders (DEIR, page 3-17). Please clarify and explain why a 

phasing order is nol being required by Ihe Cily. 

Subsequent discretionary review is proposed by Ihe applicant Io be limited only to ftjturc-

phase components ofthe projecl and only Ihrough Ihe controversial Substantial 

Conformance Review process (SCR). (DEIR. page ES-10). To bc consistent wilh Historic 

Resource Board (HRB) direction, the DEIR must clearly state that HRB staff (wilh the 

advice oflhe Board) and nol Developmeni Services' slaff, will make determinalions 

regarding SCR consistency for all historic resources. Yet. the DEIR appears internally 

, inconsistent (i.e., compare page ES-10 to page 3-5). 

What are the "previously conforming uses" proposed for expansion? (DEIR, pages 3-18, 

5.1-22). Typically, this refers to enlargement of existing structures - nol construcling new 

stmctures. Please explain. 

The Design Guidelines (DGL) were nol circulated wilh Ihe DEIR even Ihough ihey 

address various general details of design such as building height, bulk and massing, sile 

onenlalion, archileclure, building materials and landscape layout, features and materials 

(DEIR, page ES-6-7) and facilily siting, building articulation, equipment screening, 

service areas, walls, fencing, signage and outdoor lighting, proximity to the Multi-Habilal 

Planning Area (MHPA). and ihe preservation of existing view corridors and vistas 

(DEIR, page 3-5). The DGL is also the document against which substantial conformance 

review will be measured. (DEIR, page 3-5), The DEIR is internally inconsistent about 

o 
o 

N5 The EIR is not inconsistent with its description of project phasing contained on page 3-17 
and in the Design Guidelines on file with the City, which list one possible sequence of 
construction. However, project phasing and timing of development will be dependent on 
research demands and the availability of capital to fund the improvements (as stated in 
Section 3-3 ofthe EIR), and that the actual sequence of construction could be different. 
The EIR has evaluated the impacts of implementing all ptoject phases, regardless of when 
or in what order they are implemented. A specific phasing order is not required by the City f*^ 
because the phasing presented in the EIR has been found to be acceptable in accordance p ^ * 
with the Master PDP regulations ofthe City's Land Development Code. In any event, *•** 
all phases ofthe project have been considered when evaluating potential impacts on the _ • 
environment. The modification of proposed phases would not be a substantial change ro 
the project that would leave to new significant impacts. 

N6 Section 3-2.2 ofthe EIR describes the entitlement process proposed by the applicant. Undc 

state iaw described above in response to comment N4, a VTM gives the applicant the veste* 
right to develop the project in substantial conformance wirh the laws and ordinances in 
effect at the time the appiication is deemed complete. The City's SCR process, described 
in San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0112, is currently in effect and is 
anticipated to be at the lime the application is deemed complete by the City. Therefore, 
the EIR merely identifies that the SCR process is among the ordinances applicable to the 
project and is the legal process by which the City may determine whether future changes 
to the project conform to the VTM and other entitlements. If a change to the project is 
proposed that does not substantially confirm to entitlements, the applicant would have 
to comply by obtaining an amendment and the applicable public notice requirements. 
As noted on page 3-5, Historic Resources Board staff will be involved in the SCR review 
process to verify consistency with development permits and adopted Design Guidelines as 
it relates to historic resources. The EIR is not internally inconsistent, as suggested in this 
comment, because the text on page ES-10 is from the Executive Summary of the EIR and 
does not contain (nor is requited to contain) the same level of detail as the remainder of 
the EIR. The section states in summary format that subsequent discretionary review will 
determine project compliance with the Historic Resource Regulations, which is part of what 
HRB staff review would address. A more thorough description ofthe HRB's involvement 
in the SCR process is contained in Section 5.4 ofthe EIR (see page 5.4-11). 

N7 The previously conforming uses referenced in the EIR are the scientific research and 
support uses that exist today, as allowed by the existing entitiemems listed on page 3-1 
ofthe EIR. Amendments to existing permits and new permits are required to construct 
all new buildings on campus, as described on page 3-18 and 3-19 ofthe EIR. 

N8 Copies of the Design Guidelines are part of the public tecord on file with the City 

and have been available during the EIR public review period. Since the HIR contains 
a sufficient level of dciail regarding the proposed improvements to allow approval of 
the project under CEQA. here is no requirement under CEQA to circulate the Design 
Guidelines or include them as an appendix to the EIR; the City is oniy required ro make 
them available to interested parties upon request. No requests for the Design Guidelines 
were received from the commenter or anyone else during the EIR public review period. 
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N8 
Cont. 

N 9 

N 1 0 

N i l 

what the Design Guideiines cover and whelher Ihey apply to alt project components (i.e., 

compare page ES-6 to page 3-5). The DGL must be included in the circulated 

Appendices to the DEIR.Z 

Many concems remain wilh the Design Guidelines regarding internal and exlemal 

consistency and accuracy. Please see attached outline for items requiring revision and Ihe 

rationale. (Altachment I). 

Objeclion to SCR process. (DEIR, page 3-4). There has been general and specific 

controversy regarding Ihe SCR process. The process has been the subject of citizen 

lawsuits in recent years; moreover, the Institute previously used Ihis process lo build -

and to try to build - significant projecl components, such as the underground vivarium 

and surface parking lots. The individual La Jolla Farms Homeowners expect and request 

lo be nolified when the Insliiuie approaches the City for any SCR application. 

No stable aod accurale projecl description. In prior plans, the Inslitule showed a fitness 

facility within the proposed south mesa faciliiies. More recently, Ihe Institute has 

referenced an ambiguous "mulli-purpose room" and yoga classes. Kahn did not envision 

such uses in his Master Plan or include such non-residential facilities on the soulh mesa. 

Moreover, the DEIR does nol discuss these uses or their impacis. Further, whal would 

happen iflhe Institute sold memberships to outside persons to support the venture? Or, if 

bolh the fitness and daycare uses become private enterprises leasing from the Institute 

and open lo the public? Whal use conversion might occur if faculty participalion alone 

cannot support the uses? Whal additional traffic and parking impacts might occur and 

would this be consistent wilh grant deed conditions? 

No model has been presented for the proiect. This is imprecedenled. A model ofthe Kahn 

Master Pian was made in the 1960s and one was made for the controversial East Building 

1 The appiicani lold the UCPG lhal they previously had been given a copy of (he DOL, Howevet, there 
were many prior versions of lhal documeni. The DR1R needs lo eile the dale ofthe PGL it is rcfemnB lo, 
and the applicant needs lo ensure lhal that is the same version ihe Planning Group, and others, are operaling 
from. 

N8 cont. 

N9 

N10 

N i l 

The comments contained in At tachment 1 to this leiter pertain to an older version o f the 

Design Guidelines and were submi t ted to che applicanc by the commenter several months 

ago. These comments were addressed, where appropriate, by the project applicant in the 

current version of the Design Guidelines on file with the Cicy. The Design Guidelines 

apply to the entire property, including the three buildings whose architectural details are 

conceptual in nature as scaced on page 3-5 of che EIR. Please note that , a l though they 

are in the conceptual design stage and subject to the Design Guidelines, the greenhouses 

may still be developed in the first phase of the proposed project as shown on page 3-17 

of the EIR. 

T h e applicant can apply for SCR review of its subsequent elements of the project in 

accordance wich the SDMC as described above in response to comment N 6 . The SCR 

Process Two decision requires public notification in accordance with City standards set 

forth in Section 112.0112 of the SDMC, including providing qualifying individuals a 

Notice of Future Decision on the SCR application. An interested party may also request 

special notice of any public hearing by providing a written request to the City of San Diego 

Planning Depar tment . 

T h e daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Finai 

EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

There is no requirement unde r CEQA to provide a model of the proposed project. 

Computer-generated visual simulations have been provided in the EIR(see Figures 5-2-23 

through 5.2-29) to demonstrate to the decision-makers and public the project's appearance 

from publicly accessible locations. 

o 
o 
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in the 1990s. Why has no model of Ihe new Master Plan Development been produced? 

Wc request that one be immediately constructed and made availabie for community 

planning, neighborhood, and other public review to better understand project siting, 

spalial relationships, and topography ofthis complex site. 

The applicant's latest spin is ihat it is following the design inlent of master architect Louts 

I. Kahn. However, there any many significant differences between the Inslilute's latest 

plan and ihe Kahn Plan (see. Overlay Graphic, Attachment 2)3: 

• Soulh Mesa: The DEIR stales lhal ihe daycare facilily was "anticipated by Kahn 

, in the 1961 Master Plan." (DEIR, page 5.4-15). This is a fabrication by the 

Institute's consultants; no evidence has been provided for Ihis assertion. Kahn's 

plan showed only residential uses on the soulh mesa; the new plan places uses 

unrelated lo residential on the soulh mesa, creates inappropriate land use 

adjacencies, extends and widens Salk Institute Road4, and adds significant surface 

parking - each inconsistent with the Kahn Plan. 

Tlie DEIR also asserts that development would be consirucled in "approximately 

the same locations." (DEIR, page 5.4-15). This is also untrue; as can be readily 

seen on Ihe provided graphic, the siting and design ofthe residenlial units has 

significantly changed. Instead of being depressed and organically sited, the units 

and associaled landscaping and parking are now blocky, regimented, and no 

Private parties had to prepare this graphic themselves as the Institute did nol include an overlay graphic of 
the Kahn and new Master Plan in [he DEIR, even (hough they had shown such a graphic al earlier public 
meetings. Our graphic includes and approximales the areas for new hardscape, sidewalks, lum-arounds, 
drop-off a re as, single-loaded parking areas and required landscaping, underground parking ramps, loading 
areas etc. because Ihey would aller tbe site and landscaping plans. 

In the Growth Inducement section, Ihe DEIR erroneously states that Ihe project would not require the 
•expansion of any roads, (DEIR, page 6-2). Developmeni on Ihe south mesa would require the extension, 
widening, and paving of an existing private dirt road. Similarly, this section erroneously stales that 
development of Ihe site would not open up a new area to consimction since ibere is no undeveloped land in 
the area. The entire soulh mesa - appio*imaiely S acres - is undeveloped. 

o 
o 
te 
cn 

NI2 Page 5.4-15 o f t h e EIR erroneously seated the daycare use was anticipated in die 1961 

Masier Plan and tha t error has been corrected in the Final EIR. The daycare facility and 

housing quarters arc no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final 

EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 
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longer follow ihe contour oflhe landform.' As noled above, the daycare facilities 

cannot be "in aboul the same locations" since ihey were never proposed by Kahn. 

The Institute represents al public meetings that none oflhe soulh mesa 

development would be visible from the courtyard; yet this guarantee does not 

appear as a condition of projecl approval in the DEIR. Instead, the DEIR states 

Ihat, "The rooftop of the daycare group rooms would rise approximately 12 feet 

above the finished grade to approximately 367 feet amsl, at or slightly above Ihe 

elevation ofthe soulhem properly boundary in the vicinity of the facility." (DEIR. 

page 3-9). Would any of Ihese facilities be visible from any vantage poinl in the 

courtyard? Il musl be a condition of projecl approval that no buildings on the 

south mesa would be visible from any courtyard vantage point, including the 

western scaling areas, and further, that violation would result in removal or 

reduction oflhe visible slniclures. Moreover, ihe residential units are not 

dispersed and lack garden patio design; instead, Ihey are stacked boxes up to 30 

feet, Ihe maximum allowed height limit, 

• North Mesa: shows more hardscape than the Kahn Plan with no trees lo soften the 

view from the courtyard lo the Community buildings (DEIR, page 3-8), contrary 

lo Kahn's design (the visual impacl of subsidiary structures was partially 

minimized llirough stralegic tree planting and siting; see. Tech. App. C, Historic 

Resources Technical Report, page 40). This also appears to be inconsistent with 

the findings for a Master Planned Development Permit (PDP) which include that, 

to the greatest extent possible, landscaping should bc used to soften the 

appearance of blank walls and building edges. (Compare DEIR, page 5.1-9/0 

DEIR, Figure 5.2-27). 

• East Mesa: The DEIR erroneously asserts lhal Kahn planned for future 

developmeni lhal area of campus now occupied by the Kahn-designed east 

' Curiously, an earlier sile plan the Inslitule gave lo its Geology Consul la at shows Ihe residenlial units 
oriented more similarly lo the Kahn Plan. (Tech. App. I, Attachment 1), Why was the residenlial sile layout 
changed from earlier plans to the cunent regimented plan? 

NI3 

N14 

NI5 

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) 

and these comments are not applicable io the Refined Project Design. 

o 
o 
o 
te 
o 

These comments do not address the adequacy ofthe EIR. For clarification of che project 
description, hardscape, in the form ofa terrace area, would only occur around the Salk 
Community Center Building and perimeter wall around the parking garage. Landscaping 
is proposed atop the parking garage. No trees are proposed between the courtyard ofthe 
existing Institute laboratory building and the north mesa because such trees would block 
views across the north mesa to the Pacific Ocean from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. The 
project is consistent with Master PDP findings because landscaping would bc installed 
along walls and buildings to soften their facade as required by the Design Guidelines. 

Revised Exhibit A from the 1962 amendment to the 1961 Kahn Mascer Plan has 
been added to the Final EIR (see Figure 5.1-la) to show that Louis Kahn anticipated 
future development on the east mesa. Because funding for that development was noc 
available in the early 1960s, Kahn revised the Mastet Plan in July 1965 to show future 
development and the layout ofthe east parking lot (called Exhibit X by Louis Kahn and 
included as Figure 5.1-lb in the EIR and Historic Resources Technical Report). It is the 
opinion ofthe historic resources consultant that Kahn never intended to create visual 
access through the property Specifically, Kahn hired a landscape architect to design and 
install dense perimeter plantings to create a more secluded atmosphere for the scientists. 
As such, visual access to the Kahn building would not be obstructed by the proposed 
project because of the dense perimeter landscaping and the historic eucalyptus grove 
adjacent to the building on site (sec Figure 5.2-16 of the EIR). Only a "hint" of the 
historic building is even visible from the sidewalk along North Torrey Pines Road and 
no view is accessible from the travel ianes. The atrium component ofthe Torrey East 
Building sufficiently retains the visual and axial connection with the historic structure 
and its courtyard that exists today. Cross-section 5 in Figure 3-3 ofthe EIR illustrates 
the buildings' relationship to the Kahn laboratory building. As noted on page 5-4-16 
of the EIR and in the National Rcgisier nomination, the cast parking lot is noc one of 
the "four basic landscape componencs" ofthe Salk campus identified in the nomination 
text. Therefore, impacts to the historic landscaping were determined co be significant but 
mitigable. Refer to response to comment F5 for additional discussion on this topic. 
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parking lot. (DEIR, pages 5.4-16, 5,4-18, 5.4-19, e lc) . Yet even the Institute's 

own "Exhibit X" does not show above-ground structural development in that area. 

(Tech. App. C, Hisloric Resources Technical Report, Attachment). The Torrey 

East Building is proposed in a location that historically was never proposed for 

development and thai currently provides public visual access to the Kahn 

Buildings. This would eliminate Kahn-designed landscaped parking, a significant 

feature ofthe landscaping and design recognized in the National Regisier 

nomination.7 

The original site layout for the new masier plan showed the East Building separated. 

(DEIR, page 4-1 , Figure 8-1), Currently, the East Building has no separation impacting 

lighl and spatial aspects with the Kahn structures. It clearly is a large building with an 

imposing facade and cannot be deemed a "relatively low profile" building, as asserted in 

the DEIR (Compare DEiR, page 5.4-18 with Figure 5,2-25). In lighl of the controversy 

the current monolithic design is stirring among the public and historic preservation 

communilies, why is a separated design no longer being pursued? The DEIR must 

provide a visual simulation ftom the east showing the entire length ofthe East Building 

facade as proposed in order to fully assess ils massing and impact. 

Additionally, the DEIR fails to address the loss of views bf Ihe Kahn buildings from 

southbound and northbound drivers/passengers on Torrey Pines Road, a scenic route 

designee, and from the planned park across Torrey Pines Road at UCSD. Visual 

6 The Inslitule asserls that a plot plan was approved as part of Ihe original Condiiional Use Permit (CUP) 
"calling for" development in ceitain areas. (DEIR, page 5.1-2). The Hislorical Technicai Report clarifies 
lhal a 1962 Plot Plan may have shown the area reserved for fiilutc development but that Ihe area was re
designated and buill fot usc as a surface parking lol on both Exhibit X and the 1965 Landscape Plan. (Tech. 
App. C, Landscape Analysis, page 2). First, we assert thai what was built during Kahn's oversight and 
lifetime is what implemented his vision. However, as foi Exhibit X. the plan has not been authenticated 
nor has it been authenticated as being marked by Kahn (com/we wilh assertion al DEIR, page 5,4-13) and, 
in any case, it docs not show development where il is now proposed for (he massive Torrey East Building, 
Contrary lo the DEIR assertions, structural developmeni in bolh the east and northwest parking lols would 
result in substanlial changes in existing sile character and pose significanl aesthetic impacts. (DEIR, page 
5.2-19). 

The DEIR mis represents the noituoalion when it claims Ihat somehow the Kahn-designed landscaped 
parking lot is nol idenlified as an important componeni of ihe nomination. (DEIR, page 5,4-16). 

o 
o 
o 
te 

N i l ) These comments do not address the environmental issues discussed in the EIR per Seclion 

15088 o f the State CEQA Guidelines. For clarification of the Torrey East Building proje 

description, the glass atrium would provide visual connectivity from points to the eas . 

with existing buildings to the west, thus it is not necessary to physically split the building. 

In addition, splitting the building wouid reduce the amount of scientific research space 

proposed on site (space which is used for the applicant's primary biological science mission). 

Creating two separate wings would also introduce mote operational inefficiencies than 

the proposed project, as they would not allow direct connections and would reduce 

collaboration among researchers. An underground connection between two wings cannot 

be implemented for the proposed project because the proposed parking garage must be 

constructed beneath the s tructure, thus filling the underground space. 

N 1 7 As discussed in Section 5.2 of the EIR, motorists on Nor th Torrey Pines Road cannot see the 

• original Kahn building from the travel lanes due to intervening topography, buildings and 

dense perimeter landscaping (see page 5.2-3 and Figure 5.2-16). The planned open space 

(not park) on U C S D campus has not been constructed. T h e focal point of that open space 

system based on the 2004 U C S D Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) EIR is views over 

the top of the Insti tute from the upper elevations of the open space (UCSD 2004) . U C S D 

received a copy of the EIR with the proposed site plan and did not submit any wri t ten 

commenls to the City The U C S D Design Review Board only has a role on Unive r s i f 

proposed projects. In addition, the applicant has received wri t ten communicat ion froi. 

U C S D physical planning staff (Brad Werdick) that , in their opinion, the proposed project 

would not cause any impact on views from the University's open space area. 
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simulations should be provided as well. Has the UCSD Design Review Board been 

presented with the updated site plan and DEIR showing the unbroken building? 

Please indicate which mature eucalyptus or other trees within the eastern parking lot and 

elsewhere would be removed to construct the Torrey East buildings, the north lawn core 

facility, and the remainder ofthe project. Indicate the tree type, approximate age and size, 

and the types and sizes proposed for replacement. (DEIR, pages 5.2-20; pages 5.3-16). 

The many changes lo the campus pose a significant land-use impact lo mature trees, 

including the protected Torrey Pine, lhal cannoi be fully miligaled. Please show exactly 

where along the Torrey East Building it is envisioned that the historic Chinese fringe 

trees will be replanted. (DEIR, page 5.4-21). 

Project Changes: In many recent public meetings, the Insliiuie claimed that it has reduced 

the height or depressed both the daycare and residential components from the site plan 

originally submitted to the Cily, compared lo ihe plan in the DEIR. However, the DEIR 

seclion on "History of Projecl Changes" does not reflect that claim. (DEIR, pages 4-1 -

4-2). Please indicate specifically how much, if any, the daycare and residential 

components have each been depressed in heighl or locations adjusted to benefit the 

adjacenl landowners' or the courtyard view? 

The DEIR stales thai the north lawn core facility will be constmcted in a bascmenl 

configuralion and will be covered by turf. (DEIR, page 5.2-13). Please describe whal is 

meant by "turf." Is this artificial or live grass? 

The five Communily Cenler buildings should not deviate from maximum height 

regulations (DEIR, page 3-7). This is inconsistent with the underlying residential zone, 

and therefore the DEIR should not claim that the projecl design is consistent with exisiing 

(residenlial) developmeni in the area (DEIR, page 5.2-19). The PDP regulations allow for 

uses that may be inconsistent with the zone (such as industrial in residenlial) provided 

that such use is consistent with the applicable land-use designation ofthe site. (DEIR, 

page 5.1-15). All five ofthe Community Center buildings are proposed to be overheight 

Nlfi The trees lo be removed by the project can be seen on the engineering drawings on file 
with the City. There is no City requirement to conduct an inventory of such crees. The 
Torrey Pines on site are not naturally occurring and were planted by the Institute as stteet 
trees in the landscaped strip along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. Thus, che Torrey Pines on 
site are not considered sensitive biological resources under the City Biological Guidelines 
because they ate ornamental, not associated with Torrey Pines woodland and any removals 
are considered a less than significant impact because chey would not impact said habicat 
For clarification purposes, Figure 3-7 has been augmented in the Final EIR to illustrau 
where on site the Chinese fringe trees would be relocated and where the hiscoric cucalypcus 
grove would be replaced. 

Nlc,) The daycare facility and housing quarters are no longer proposed by the applicanc (see 
the Preface to the Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined 
Project Design. Tbe History of Project Changes section ofthe EIR has been updated 
accordingly, 

N2() Turf is live grass and would be pianced atop che North Lawn Core Facility as shown in 

Figure 3-5 in the EIR. 

N21 As discussed in Section 5.1 ofthe EIR, the Salk Community Center would comply with most 

ofthe height requirements specified in the SDMC due to its stepped design and respect for 
che overall structure height measured in accordance with the SDMC Section 113.0270(aX5) 
and the Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone (i.e., Proposition D) requirements, as measured 
in accordance with the Uniform Building Code of 1970 (SDMC Section 1232.0505(c) and 
explained under the Building Newsletter 2-2 Determination of Building Height. The only-
height limit the proposed project would deviate from ts the residential zone requirement 
for structure height (see SDMC Section 113-0103), as measured inaccordance with Section 
113.0270(a). The visual quality/neighborhood character section of the EIR staced chat 
the project would be visually consistenl with existing development in the area in terms of 
its bulk and scale; the ptoposed deviation from the residential development regulations 
would not be considered a significant visual impact because, to be so considered, a project 
must significantly conflict with the height, bulk or coverage regulations ofthe zone and 
not provide architectural interest (emphasis added). The conclusion reached in the EIR is 
appropriale because the height deviation in and of itself does not result in a significanl 
impact on neighborhood character since other tall buildings exist on site and in the area 
and the architecture, as described by the Design Guidelines, would provide visual interest. 
Although the underlying zone is residential, the Community Plan identifies the site for 
scientific research use and a deviation is proposed by the applicant and supported by the 
City of San Diego. Under existing City policy, permic findings are noc discussed in CEQA 
documents. 
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at three and four stories (DEIR, Figure 5.1-5). Thus, il is not acceptable for the Institute 

to be seeking a height deviation for the Community buildings. The required findings 

pursuant to Municipal Code section 126.0601, including demonstrating that Ihe 

overheight design is preferable to a design that meets (he allowable height under the 

code, have nol been supported in the DEIR. This aspect ofthe project must be removed 

or be listed in the DEIR as a significant and unmitigated land-use impacl. 

Similarly, it cannot be concluded that the current design preserves existing views lo the 

ocean or provides a meaningful 360-foot wide view corridor providing long-range views 

to Ihe ocean. (Compare DEIR, page 5.2-15 lo DEIR, Figure 5.2-27). Instead, the view is 

obstructed by the mass ofthe buildings and visual access is further compromised from 

current conditions by the installalion of parking ramps and walla, walling off the public's 

reach over the property to the line of the ocean. Views across the north mesa are nol 

necessarily enhanced by the project. We previously asked for visual analysis including 

walls in our scoping letler. (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Letter and Responses, Courtney 

Coyle Idler dated December 7, 2004, page 6). 

Allemalives: In general, the Allemalives section is self-serving in the assumptions 

underpinning each ofthe build allemalives, thereby artificially positioning the preferred 

altemative. The DEIR claims 13 "basic" project objectives. (DEIR, pages 8-1 - 8-3), 

Such a high number of asserted project objectives may serve to artificially render other 

feasible alternatives less appealing lo the Instilute. 

Offsite Alternative. The Offsite Altemative section does not include an assessment of 

locating some, but not all, proposed uses off campus (DEIR, page 8-3), as we requested 

in our scoping letter (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Letter and Responses, Courtney Coyle 

letter dated December 7, 2004, page 6). For example, can some combination ofthe 

daycare, fitness or residential components be accomplished elsewhere, in partnership 

with other entities or at a reduced cost? instead, the DEIR lakes an all-or-nothing 

approach. 

N22 A visual analysis is provided in Section 5.2 ofthe EIR. As noted on page 5.2-15 of the 
EIR and shown in Figure 5,2-27, the existing westward view features a parking lot with 
cars, above ground light poles, trees and other distracting and obstructing elements. The 
proposed project would remove all of those elements and place all parking underground jC^J 
cover the parking garages rooftop with low-growing landscape, and construct the Sall^^> 
Community Cencer Building at the far west end ofthe parking lot at the lowest elevationaC^3 
ofthe north mesa. The parapet walls referenced in this comment would be four or I e s 0 3 
feet high, below the elevation ofa driver along the road. As such, the project would n o i ^ J 
wall off the public's views ofthe ocean, as suggested in this comment. C O 

N2:i Section 15124 ofthe State CEQA Guideiines requires a statement of objectives sought 
by the proposed project. As noted in the Guidelines, "a clearly written statement of 
objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluace 
in the EIR" and aid the decision makers in preparing findings or statements of over ridinr -
considerations; if necessary. The Guidelines further state that the statement of objectiv, 
should "include the underlying purpose ofthe project." The range of alternatives evaluated 
in the EIR is reasonable and appropriate given the objectives stated by the project applicant, 
as further discussed in response to comment N34 below.'The range of objectives proposed 
by the project applicant and described in the EIR ate reasonable and necessary given che 
circumstances ofthe ptoject. The development will occur in several areas ofthe Institute's 
property, over a potentially long timeframe, as well as che large number of scakeholders 
currently involved and the extensive project history, therefore, it is clear that the Mascer 
Plan Update is a very complicated project. The number of objectives was necessaiy to 
sufficiently summarize the range ofthe applicant's interests in the project. 

N2A It is the project applicant's objective to locate all of its required uses on sice where they 
own the land and can control the quality of construction. Section 15126.6 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines does not expressly require an off-site alternatives analysis. In fact, 
according to the guidelines, "an EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are 
infeasible." The reasons for rejecting alternatives from detailed consideration are: failure 
to meet most ofthe basic project objectives, infeasibility or inability to avoid significant 
environmencal impacts. As stated on page 8-3, an offsite alternative would noc achieve 
the project objectives or allow the applicant to carry out the project, would be infeasib 
because the applicant does not control any other land nearby, and removing certain uses 
would not eliminate significant impacts to biological resources as discussed below. As 
noted in the Preface to the Final EIR, fhe appiicant has chosen to eliminate the temporary 
housing quarters and daycare facility in the Refined Project Design and to seek off-site 
solutions to those needs. 

See responses to comments E12, E31, E33 and E37 through E40 from University 

Community Planning Group, and N33 and N34, below, for additional discussion on 
providing a reasonable range of alternatives and/or multiple variations on alternatives. 

Section 15126.6 ofthe State CEQA Guidelines does noc require che same level of analysis 
for alternatives as the proposed project; therefore, visual simulations were not prepared 
for the various alternatives. 
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Alternative Salk Conununity Cenler Building Layout: This allemative is the proposal 

originally submitted by Salk to Ihe City. Il has environmental advantages and 

disadvantages compared to the currently proposed plan. The advantages include: 1) lower 

height buildings on Ihe north mesa (a potential improvement of impacts lo coaslal views 

by reduction of bulk and scale); 2) separation ofthe proposed Torrey East buildings, 

which belter protects public views through lo the Kahn buildings (an improvement of 

impacis lo historical resources and spalial relationships); 3) residential units and parking 

further lo ihe north (improving land-use adjacency with existing residences); 4) reduced 

impacts lo sensitive upland habilats; 5) reduced brush-management activities in sensilive 

lands 6) more acreage added lo the MHPA; 7) larger vemal pool buffer; and 8) ,thc 

projtuclion of slightly less traffic. The disadvantages include a slightly larger daycare and 

residential unils, with daycare shifted lo an unstated degree lo the east (ihcreby 

polentiaily increasing impacts to neighbors and possibly increasing likelihood of viewing 

developmeni from courtyard). Why doesn't ihe DEIR study an alterative build-out 

version that not only has the advanlages bul also modifies the disadvantages? That it may 

nol achieve ihe asserted maximum intensity identified in the UC Plan, yel was submitted 

by Ihe Institute itself as its original sile plan, begs the question of why the Institute would 

have originally sought less square footage lhan whal it now claims is a project objective -

maxing out Ihe densily? Please provide a visual simulation of ihis altemalive looking 

_ across the north mesa,8 

Norlh Mesa Intensified Development Alternative: According to the DEIR, the 

advantages ofthis plan are that il preserves the sensitive soulh mesa and reduces 

biological impacts to less than significant levels. The disadvantages oflhe plan are that it 

retains the heighl deviation for Community Center buildings and calls for no separation 

oflhe Torrey East Building, possibly less consistent wilh Kahn's triparlite siting. The 

DEIR contains erroneous statements aboul ihis allemative. A second purpose ofthis 

allemative should be lo reduce land-use (consimction and operation) adjacency conflicts 

wilh residential uses to the south; the MPHA boundary adjuslment need not be smaller -

Without providing visual simulations for each oflhe alternatives, il is noi possible lo deleimine which of 
the build allemalives in the DEIR does a better job nf telaining public coastal views across Torrey Pines 
Scenic Drive, a slaled project objective. 

10 

N25 The Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout is an appropriate alternacive to 

analyze in the EIR. Contrary to the comment, this alternative would not offer most of the 
"advantages" described in this comment, such as: 1) it would not result in improvements 
to impacts to coastal views because the structures would be located across the entire north 
mesa, closer to the street, at a higher elevation on the property and would visually overlap, 
effectively walling off all views to the ocean across the north mesa; 2) the public views to the 
original laboratory buildings are only available from the sidewalk and largely are obscured by 
trees so separating che Torrey East Building into two wings would not accomplish increased 
visual access and would reduce scientific research space; 3) placing the cemporary housing 
quarters further north increases impacts to sensitive biological resources and would not avoid -
land use compatibility impacts with adjacent residences because none are expected; 4 and 5 
impacts to sensitive biological habitat, including grading and brush managemenc, are greacer 
under this alternative with construction shifted north of its proposed location; 6) the Mil PA 
would only be larger because the biological impacts and miligation requirements would be 
greater; 7) the vernal pool buffer would be reduced because development would be placed 
closer to the west end ofthe parking lot. As stated in the EIR, this alternacive does not take 
into account the demolition of-29,000 sf of scientific research space required to implement the 
proposed project. Given die foregoing, che proposed project (i.e., Refined Project Design) 
is superior in most or all respects to this alternative by modifying it further and eliminating 
daycare and housing uses. See further discussion of rationale for choosing alternatives under 
response to comment N34. Section 15 126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines does not require 
the same level of analysis for alternatives as the proposed project; therefore, visual simulations 
were not prepared for the various alternatives. 

N26 The purpose ofthe North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative is to minimize direct 
significanr impacts to sensitive biological resources. Similar to the Refined Project Design, 
direct impacis to biologica! resources would be less than significant and no biological 
mitigation for habitat loss would be required. Without a need for habitat mitigation, the 
applicant would have no reason to shift (i.e., dedicate) the south mesa into the MHPA. Thi 
alternative suggests no changes to the Salk Community Center Building and Torrey East 
Building because little to no direct impacts to biological resources would result from those 
elements of the ptoject. The biological benefits of this alternative are discussed on page 
8-16 of the EIR, The EIR acknowledges that temporary construction-telaied noise impacts 
on adjacent residents would be avoided by this alternative (page 8-18); however, significant 
land use adjacency conflicts (impacis) would not occur with the ptoposed project nor be 
avoided by this alternative. Furthermore, no significant neighborhood character impacts 
would arise. The phasing sequence for the project is defined in the EIR (Section 30) and 
the Project Design Guidelines on file at the City. The EIR contains sufficienc informacion 
about each alternative to permit an evaluation ofthe relative merits ofthe alternative and 
the ptoject without visual simulations and Section 15126,6 ofthe State CEQA Guidelines 
does not require the same level of analysis for alcernatives as the proposed project; therefore, 
visual simulations were not prepared for the various alternatives. 
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it would in fact be larger iflhe entire south mesa and vemal pool complex were included 

in the MHPA - there would also be fewer indirect impacts and less fragmentation lo the 

MHPA from lighting, etc. There is no explanation in the DEIR as to why the MHPA 

boundary adjustment would necessarily be reduced and not enlarged to reflect the onsile 

resources or why a Habitat Management Plan would not be required for these 

allemalives. Please explain why the DEIR assumes across these alternatives lhal the 

residential and daycare components would be built on the north mesa prior to the 

Community Center buildings (thereby experiencing more construction noise)? Please 

provide a visual simulation ofthis alternative looking across the north mesa. 

Neighborhood Proposed Altemalive. First, the DEIR states (hat this allemative was 

proposed by neighbors opposed to Ihe projecl, (DEIR, page 8-20). As has been repeatedly 

slated, neighborhood stakeholders support the Institute's Mission Statement and are not 

opposed Io the Instilule developing its campus; however, the neighbors do have 

legitimate concerns about certain siting, design, and operational components oflhe 

overall plan lhal, by law, must be considered. Further, the neighbor's concerns include 

construction and operational impacis as well as actual — not perceived - impacts to 

biological and visual resources. The DELR wording should be changed accordingly. 

Moreover, the applicant has staled in public meetings that the City determined during Ihe 

EIR development process that significant unmitigable visual impacts would occur from 

Salk's originally submitled plan, including building across the north mesa.9 Salk was, 

therefore, given an opportunity lo update its proposal for the north mesa in the DEIR, as 

well as other components, bul the neighborhood alterative was not afforded Ihe same 

opportunity. 

Please provide a visual simulation ofthis altemalive looking across the north mesa. 

' However, the DEIR is inconsistent, staling al one poinl thai the modification of tbe localion and layout of 
the north mesa buildings and underground parking garage were not made in response lo enviionmental 
concerns expressed by Ciiy of San Diego slaff during their review oflhe proposed project. (DEIR, page 4-
I). Compare with the descriplion ofthe Alternative Salk Communily Center Building Layout, which (he 
DEIR claims was rejected as Ihe preferred project due lo jts significant and unmitigable impacts to visual 
resources (related lo ils inconsistencies wilh land-use policies and Municipal Code implementing 
regulations proleciing views oflhe ocean and scenic coaslal areas), (DEIR, page 8-7). Please clarify. 

o 
o 
o 

N 2 7 The comment s regarding ihe Neighborhood Proposed Alternative are noted, but n r -

changes to the EIR arc warranted because they would not affect the alcernatives analyi 

or its conclusions, if impacts to views from public roads were a concern o f the neighbors ac 

the t ime of the scoping meet ing, the site plan for the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative 

would have not proposed to place tlie daycare facilicy and housing on the norch mesa 

and would have proposed co split the Torrey East Building into two wings. However, the 

neighbors specifically requested the City analyze the site plan submit ted during the scoping 

process and only recently submit ted a new site plan for consideration. As discussed in 

response to comment N 3 4 , CEQA does not require an EIR to discuss mult iple variations 

of an alternative. 
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COMMENTS 

The DEIR analysis ofthe three alternatives above, placing additional project components 

on the north mesa, cannot attempt to, on the one hand, state that the asserted indirect or 

secondary impacts, such as the exposure of sensitive land uses to excess traffic, noise or 

air admissions somehow render infeasiblc Ihe altemalive—particularly where the analysis 

section for ihe allernativcs admits that the operational impacts for air quality, for 

example, would be less lhan significant. Noise and traffic secondary impacts are not 

discussed. The Inslilute's preferences are not significance thresholds. 

For example, mosl if nol all private daycare or pre-schools in La Jolla are located on 

public roads: La Jolla Montessori 1, La Jolla Montessori 11, Gillespie School, 

Presbyterian, Lutheran, elc. Each of these facilities is considered secure. Moreover, the 

Inslilute's plan shows walls or fences for the north mesa which should further secure the 

area. Based on stalcmenls in the DEIR. is il the Institute's position lhal these facilities are 

unsafe for children because they are near a public road or have sidewalks nexl to them 

with public pedestrian iraffic? The DEIR claims lhal the south mesa is somehow safer for 

children; yet individuals have repeatedly staled at public meetings that they have 

observed ralilesnakes on the south mesa—and there is no analysis in the DEIR ofthe risk 

of rattlesnake bites to children.10 Nor does the DEIR explain how the "natural setting" of 

the north mesa would meaningfully differ from that oflhe south mesa for "outdoor 

education" purposes. (DEIR, page 3-9). No justification is given for why the Inslitule is 

proposing a daycare play yard twice Ihe size of that required by ihe State (DEIR. page 8-

13: Slate requires a 6,000 square foot minimum) on the sensilive south mesa. No analysis 

of the operational efficiencies and reduced traffic of providing a drop-off and pickup area 

for children near work facilities were provided in the DEIR. Each of these aspects is 

relevant to the siting ofthe daycare facilities. 

Finally, each oflhe Ihree allemalives above could include native species replanting, 

landscape buffers, and strategically placed trees; just because they were not included in 

the altemalive docs nol mean they could not be included. 

See atiachcd article, Attachrnenl 9, Hauler bites adult student al school, snake struck near portable 
classrooms. SDUT April 28, 2007. Snake bile of sludeni at high school next to McGonigle Canyon. 

12 

N2S 

N29 

RESPONSES 

N30 

Placement of the daycare facility and housing on the south mesa (as proposed by this 

alternative) would prevent exposure o f t h e on-site sensitive receptors (e.g., daycare and 

housing) to ait qualily. noise and traffic effects of being located adjacent to a public road 

and parking garage. In contrast , shifting these uses to the nor th mesa, as suggested by 

several o f the alternatives, would expose these same uses to impacis associated with traffic 

and parking garage activity along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive that would not exist under 

the EIR site plan. It should be noted that impacis associated with the daycare facility 

and housing units on the south mesa identified in the Draft EIR would not occur under 

the Refined Project Design, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. 

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final 

EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

o 
o 
o 
CO 

CO 

Figure 3-5 in the EIR shows the landscape plan for the proposed project. The pian does 

feature native species plant ings, landscape buffers and trees. 
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N 3 1 

N 3 2 

N 3 3 

Reduced Projecl Alternative/Environ men tally Superior Alternative. This allemative 

addresses bul one issue: scaling back the project lo a level that would reduce direct 

project traffic levels Io less than significant levels. (DEIR, page 8-27). This would 

reduce the project's size by aboul 200,000 square feel of scientific space plus daycare 

facilities, core facility, maintenance, and greenhouse uses, since these would purportedly 

not generale new trips. Instead, a properly devised reduced projecl alternative would look 

al all ihe project's impacis (including direct, indirect and cumulative) to see if an 

improved alternative could be determined wilh reductions in as many impact areas as 

possible. This is especially the case where, as here, the DEIR proposes the reduced 

projecl allemative as the "Environmentally Superior Alternative." (DEIR, page 8-35). 

Yel, no site plan is shown for ihis allemative as presented in the DEIR; one musl be 

provided in the revised DEIR, as well a plan for the requesled additional reduced project 

-altemative. Finally, as noled above, another reduced projecl altemative should also be 

included showing the proportional reduction in square feet allowable under the UC Plan 

given the reduction in the overall property size. The Institute's failure to analyze a 

reduced-size allenialive will be found inadequate, and the DEIR's rejection ofthis 

allenialive will be deiermined unjustified and unsupported, as in Preservation Aclion 

Council v. Citv of San Jose et al (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 1336, There, the Court of 

Appeals denied the demolition of an historic properly and held Ihat refusal by a developer 

lo consider an allenialive based on ils own inflexible programming preferences did not 

make thai altemative legally infeasible. 

East Parking Lot Avoidance Alternative: No sile plan is shown for Ihis altemative as 

presented in the DEIR; therefore, one musl be provided in the revised DEIR. The 

assertion that this altemalive would be fully consistenl with the Secretary of Interior 

(SOI) standards has not been demonstrated; there are other locations on the property 

where the proposal could affect components ofthe hisloric structure, design, and 

landscaping. Did the Instilule examine putting below-grade parking at the east parking lol 

and reinstalling the historic components above ground? This would seem to solve the-

13 

N31 The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6) state that the purpose of alternatives is ^ ^ 
to "focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or f ^ 
substantially lessening any significant effects ofthe project." Alternatives must be capable f ^ 
of accomplishing "most of the basic project objectives" while avoiding or substantially f.^ 
lessening "one or more" ofthe significant effects (see Seccion 15 126.6(c}). Because the only • J 
significant and unmicigable impact caused by the proposed project is to traffic/circulation; • s t 
it is logical under the CEQA Guidelines to address an alternative that is focused on the 
one significant and unmitigable effect which would reduce that impact to a level that is 
less than significant (and chus eliminace the need for mitigation). As stated, the Reduced 
Project Alternative is discussed to evaluate an alcernative that would avoid significant and 
unmicigable impacts. In addition to the traffic benefits ofthe Reduced Project Alternative. 
reduced impacts to biological resources, visual quality/neighborhood character, historical 
resources, air quality, noise, hydrology/water qualiry and paleontology would occur ar 

noced in the EIR. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative does address many of ti, 
issues associated with the proposed project. A site plan is noc required by the State CEQA 
Guidelines to adequately analyze alternatives, such as the Reduced Project Alicrnative, 

N3«I The proposed project is consistent with the Unitvrsity Community Plan. Developmeni 
intensity (and therefore trip generation) identified in Table 3 ofthe UCP is driven by 
the building square footage shown in the table, noc by the acreage ofthe site. In fact, 
according to the Community Plan, "development potential is based on net acreage to be 
determined at the time a development application is filed" (page 162). Net acreage is 
defined in the Community Plan as the portion ofthe site that is not designated open space 
in the Community Plan and is not included in public streets (see page 172). According to 
the Community Plan (page 162), development potential is based on net acreage and the 
amount of square footage considered apptopriate for the site subject to other considerations 
such as site and building design, zoning requirements and other limitations such as Navy 
easements and the ACLUR The proposed project's net acreage is consistent with its 
gross acreage since no open space is designated on site and it excludes public right-of-
way. Therefore, trip generation ofthe project is driven by the amount of gross floor area 
proposed, not by the size ofeach site. As demonstrated in ihe EIR analysis, ihe proposed 
project is consistent with land use designation for the site and other applicable plans. 

The applicant desires to construct as much research space as possible on ies sice and hence 

fulfill its core missions of conducting cutting-edge scientific research for the benefit of 
humanity. The 500.000 square foot limit is sec noc by che applicanc, but by the University 

Community Plan — the applicant can merely attempt co make the most efficient use possible 
of its research space within this limit. As noted in the Preface to the Final EIR, the applicanc 

has eliminated the s faciliry and housing quarters, thus bringing the project lotal size 

down to 476,000 sf. This is very different from the situation in Preservation Action Council 
v. City o/SanJose, the case cited by the commenter; in that case, the developer refused to 

consider a reduced-project alternative simply because its business model relied on a certain 
square footage. Also, in that case, the EIR did not provide sufficient justification of why 

the reduced square footage would fail to meet the developer's other goals. 
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N32 cont. 

In addition, as shown by the Reduced Project Alternative in the EIR, impacts to traffic 
would not be sufficiently reduced by such an alternative; the project would have to be 
reduced by 200,000 sf to result in a meaningful reduction in craffic. Sec response to 
comment E2 from the University Community Planning Group, 

N33 As discussed in response io comments N24, N25 and N26, the level of detail and analysis 

of alternatives must be sufficient to permii an evaluation ofthe relative merits ofthe 
alternative and the proposed project but need not be similar to that ofthe proposed project 
(see Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines). A site plan of the East Parking 
Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative is not needed to understand the concept of avoiding 
development ofthe east parking lot and to allow an informed comparison ofthe impacts 
within the ptoposed project. Based on the historic resources analysis presented in the EIR, 
only development ofthe east mesa would be inconsistent with theSectetary ofthe Interior 
Standards. Therefore, avoidance ofthe east mesa woutd produce an alternative that would 
be consistent with those standards. A variation of this alternative that would reinstall the 
parking lot to ptesumably "replace" the historic resources after the underground parking 
stmcture is constructed is not a reasonable alternative, because it is unreasonable to assume 
the Institute would construct an underground parking structure without a building atop 
it. Also, without implementation ofthe Torrey East Building, the basic project objective 
of developing scientific tesearch space (i.e., the primary purpose ofthe building) would 
not be accomplished and the additional parking would not be required. In addition, the 
City would not suppott an aitetnative thai causes increased parking impacts in a Parking 
Overlay Zone. Installing other uses in part ofthe Torrey East Building would reduce the 
amount of scientific research space on site and would not create an alternative chac would 
avoid impaccs to historic resources, which is the purpose ofthe East Parking Lot Impact 
Avoidance Alternative, See responses to comments E12, E31, E33 and E37 through E40 
from University Community Planning Group, and N24 and N34 from this letter, for 
additional discussion. 

a 
o 
o 
te 
< i 
OQ 
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N33 
Cont. 

N34 

N 3 5 

parking deficiency cited in the DEIR. (DEIR, page 8-33), Or, whal aboul installing a 

daycare facilily within part of ihis space? 

Other Reasonable Alternatives not Studied in DEIR: Alternatives or aspects of 

alternatives thai must be studied in the revised DEIR: 

* Daycare and accessory uses off south mesa: The DEIR docs nol have an 

allemative showing the daycare and related structures relocated from Ihe south " 

mesa. The issue of whelher Salk would leave San Diego will not be detennined 

by which mesa the daycare facilities are located on. Moreover, according to the 

. EK itself, the Cily has placed no restrictions on additional development on the 

north mesa (DEIR, page 4-1} so presumably there is space to move at leasl 15,000 

square feet to the north mesa. The residential components would be sited and 

designed more similarly to Kahn's Plan but set somewhat back from the canyon 

and in conformance wilh the newer property lines in that area. Altachment 3, 

Wong Revised Alternative, shows one possible alternative silc design that could 

achieve those objectives and preserve more oflhe sensilive south mesa. 

' We request a meaningful reduced projecl altemalive that may also serve as the 

environmentally prefened altemalive. to include: I) elimination or relocation of 

daycare (per corrected density in UCPG Plan); 2) siting and design of residential 

unils more similar to the Kahn Plan; 3) separation oflhe Torrey Easi Building to 

allow for continued public views oflhe Kahn laboratories from Toney Pines 

Road and other public vantage points; 4) increasing the vernal pool buffer; 5) no 

height dcvialion for the Communily Center; 6) respect for all setbacks; 7) 

improved drainage and addition of swales where appropriate; 8) adoplion ofa 

habilal managemenl plan; and 9) expansion ofthe MHPA. 

• While asserting that some factors now constrain the Inslitule. the Page & Tumbull 

Historical Resources Technical Report does NOT conclude thai the Kahn Master 
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N34 Under established CEQA principles and case law, an EIR must only consider a "reasonable 
range" of alternatives. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 C3d 
553, 566, 276 CR410; City of Rancho Palos Verdes v. Cily Council(191'6) 59 CA3d 869. 892, 
129 CR 173- The EIR sets forth five different alternatives, two that analyzed the project 
with no development on the south mesa and three others thai analyzed a reduced and/ 
or reconfigured projecc, as well as the No Project alternative and an analysis of potential ^ ^ 
alternative locations for the project. This wide-ranging analysis is more than sufficient to ^ J 
satisfy the foregoing scandard under CEQA. **•' 

Contrary to what the commenter states, the City does place restrictions on north mesa 
deveiopment. A major restriction on north mesa development is the need to comply 
with City policies in the Universily Community Plan, Local Coastal Program and Coascal 
Overlay Zone that require the preservation of scenic views. As noted above in responsp • 
to comment N12, the temporary housing units cannot be sited on the steep slopes at. 
sensitive biological resources protected by City policy (under the ESL regulations). The 
property line adjustment between the applicant and the Cicy removed area planned in the 
1961 Master Plan by Kahn fot housing. The Wong Revised Alternative attached to this 
commeni letter is essentially a reconfigured Neighborhood Proposed Alternative that is 
more similar to the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative.and whose impacts 
are already disclosed in the EIR. 

See responses to comments E12, E31, E33 and E37 through E40 from University 
Community Planning Group, and N33 and N34, below, for addicional discussion on 
providing a reasonable range of alternatives and/or multiple variations on alcernatives. 
It is important to note that an EIR need not include mulliple variations ot versions of the 
alternatives that it does consider. When the relative advantages and disadvantages of 
other alternatives can be assessed from a review ofthe alternatives presented in an EIR, 
the EIR is not defective for not discussing variations on each theme (see Village of Laguna 
Beach, Inc. u. Board of Supervisors (1982) 134 CA3d 1022, 185 CR 41). The proposal to 
move only the daycare to the north mesa, when the EIR already analyzes the movement of 
both the daycare and ihe housing units to the nonh mesa, would clearly be no more than_ 
a variation on the alternatives already discussed. Similarly, the suggested new "reduct 
project alternative" proposes various elements that cither arc already discussed in the 
alternatives included in the EIR, would not reduce any ofthe significant impacts discussed 
in the EIR or would not meet the basic ptoject objectives. Neither alternative is required 
for inclusion under CEQA. It should also be noted that the applicant has decided to noc 
pursue daycare and housing uses on site, as described in the Preface co the Final EIR. 

N3i It is che applicant's position based upon the general layout of uses on site thac the Draft 

EIR Project constitutes a modified Kahn Master Plan as discussed above in response to 
comment N12. It should be noted that theapplicant has chosen to modify the Draft EIR 
Project by eliminating developnient on the south mesa, as described in the Preface to the 
Final EIR. This too is a modified version ofthe Kahn Master Plan. 
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N35 
Cont. 

N36 

N37 

N38 

Plan could not be implemented with modifications lo meet the constraints existing 

today. Why is a modified Kahn Masier Plan not studied as an altemative? 

The DEIR fails to fully analyze the project's consistency wilh the UC Plan. Table 3, and 

related text on pages 164, 166 and 179. The Projecl Density is inconsistent with the 

Community Plan in three major respects. First, the UC Plan clearly states that the square 

footages in the table "arc NOT intended as a development right, but are subjecl to other 

considerations such as site and building design, zoning requirements and other limitations 

.. . Development intensity and traffic generation will not be the sole factor [sic] upon 

which consistency will be judged." (UC Plan, page 164) (Emphasis added). Yet the 

Institute persists in representing that its project is somehow entitled to 500,000 square 

feet no matter whal the site, design, zoning, environmental, traffic, historical, and 

neighborhood impacts arc. This is not supported by the text oflhe Plan. The EIR should 

be revised. 

Second, neither does Ihe University Community Plan state lhal the Salk is entitled to over 

500,000 square feet capacily, which is exactly whal Salk is proposing when ihe 

aboveground and underground, existing and proposed, square footages arc combined. At 

a public meeting, the Inslitule staled that il had received an opinion from the City that 

underground facilities need not be included in traffic and parking calculations. Please 

provide evidence of that opinion. How many square feet does Salk currently have above 

ground? How many below ground?'' How many below-ground square feet is Salk 

proposing? (Please break it into use categories including parking, mechanical, core 

facilily. etc.) Also, please explain the use ofeach new area, i.e., how much oflhe 

proposed Torrey Easi Building is lab versus administrative, public or other uses. A chart 

_wouldbc helpful. 

Third, the UC Communily Plan lists the site al 26.88 acres wilh a (potenliai) land-use 

development capacily of 500,000 total square feel. (DEIR, page 5.1-9). However, 

" Wc previously asked ihat such infomialion be provided b the DEIR during scoping. (Tech. App. A NOP, 
Scoping Letter and Responses, Courtney Coyle letler daled December 7, 2004, page 2). 
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N36 The applicant understood chat when they ptoposed a 500,000-sf ptoject, it would have to 
bc analyzed for consistency with City plans and policies. The applicant does not concend 
that is has a "development right" to 500,000 sf but rather, as established in the EIR, che 
site is appropriate for up to 500,000 sf when taking into consideration zoning requirements, 
buiiding design, site constraints and potential environmental impacts. The EIR provides 
an analysis of the 500,000 sf project and, based on that review, has demonstrated that 
the proposed project is generally consistent with policies in the University Community Plan 
as detailed in Table 5.1-1 in the EIR. The Preface to the Final EIR reinforces this same 
conclusion for the smaller Refined Project Design. It is further consistenl with all City 
regulations, with the exception of the deviation from the structure height limit for the 
residential zone. Strict consistency with all aspects oflhe University Community Plan is noc 
required. For example, a proposed project should be considered to be consistent with the 
local general plan if it furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct other policies. 
Under the Subdivision Map Act, subdivisions need only be in "overall agreement or 
harmony" with the general plan (Greenbaun v Cily of Los Angeles {1984) 153 CA3d391, 200 
CR 237). Community Plans in the City of San Diego are generally viewed as components 
or extensions of the General Plan, so similar considerations would apply to an analysis of 
compiiance with the University Community Plan. Thus, a 500,000-sf project is generally 
consistent with the Community Plan and appropriate for the site. See also response to 
comment E2 from the University Community Planning Group. 

N37 Basement space supporting the aboveground use is not included in the overall squate footage 
of buildings as defined in Section 113-0234 ofthe SDMC and as noted on page 173 of 
the University Communily Plan. See footnote 1 on Table 3-1 in the EIR. As support space 
to the primary uses (which should not require additional parking), and given its iocatior' 
below grade, the basement space would not cause any additionat significant environment a. 
impacts. As such, there is not basis undet CEQA for including the additional requested 
information. 

N38 As previously discussed above in response co comment N32, development intensity (and 
trip generation) idenlified in Table 3 ofthe UCP is driven by the square footage on each 
property showii in the table, not by the acreage of the site. A reduction in developmeni 
intensity is not warranted. An exact match to the Community Plan is not required as 

discussed above in response to comment N36, 

o 

te 
o 
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